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INTRODUCTION. 


1. The repetitions in the works of Aristotle are so frequent and 
sometimes so perplexing that they cannot fail to draw the reader’s 
attention: yet, until the publication of Torstrik’s De Anima, some of 
their most striking features had received little notice, and their pos- 
sible bearing on the history of the text was perhaps unsuspected. 
Torstrik observed correspondences of such a kind between repetitions 
in De Anima book ITI, as to mcline him to the belief that the present 
order of the context had come,from some sort of combination of two 
parallel versions. 

This theory has not been universally accepted; but, apart from 
details, its general principle—the compilation of parallel versions, 
receives corroboration from a series of parallelisms to be found 
in many parts of Aristotle beside the De Anima, more remarkable too 
in length and in characteristics of matter or style. 

Of these a number have been hitherto undetected; in others the 
fact of repetition has been noticed, but relations of the most sug- 
gestive nature between the repeated passages have escaped attention : 
the study of them is valuable not merely for a knowledge of structure, 
but also for the elucidation of certain difficulties of translation, some 
insuperable, in the present text, which seem due to the fact that it 
contains passages not originally intended to stand together. 

2. The parallel or duplicate passages here spoken of are in general 
of the following description :— 

(1) Each treats of the same subject as the other, and on the 
whole in a similar manner with varying degrees of corre- 
spondence and difference. 

(2) It often happens that one expands the other while observing 
the same main divisions: and sometimes the additions are 
vital, showing a real difference of view. 

(3) The expansion in the one piece does not appear like an ad- 
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dition or afterthought intended to follow the other in the 
same context: for the matter of the other is repeated so that 
each passage is complete in-itself; and sometimes the one 
which contains the supplement comes first, where the second 
is not a recapitulation. 

(4) In some cases the second passage begins with language 
which, naturally at least, implies that the subject is being 
discussed for the first time. 

The likeness and difference therefore between these passages sug- 
gest that there must have been compilation of some sort as opposed 
to author’s work. 

In some instances no doubt the conclusion may be disputed: but (1) 
there is a strong cumulative argument from their great number, (2) 
there seems to be no lack of crucial examples where no other ex- 
planation appears possible; so that it may be inferred of much at- 
tributed to Aristotle that it has been compiled from pieces which, 
whether by the same author or not, were at least not intended to 
stand in the same context. 

3. The number of versions of the same subject is not confined to 
two, there are sometimes three or four, and these have been combined 
in several different ways. Let the consecutive members of one passage 
be denoted by the symbols A,, B,, C,, &c., and the corresponding 
members of its duplicate by A,, B,, C,; so that one originally read in 
the order A,, B,, C,. 

(a) Sometimes the passages have not been disintegrated :— 

(1) Either one has been written immediately after the other in the 
order A,, B,, C,, A,, B,, C, ; . 

(11) Or they are separated by an interval in some cases of consider- 
able length. : 

(8) Sometimes they have been disintegrated. 

In this case corresponding members may be associated together so 
as to give the order A,, A,, B,, B,, C,, C,; or there is an intermixture 
of them in which no such regularity can be discerned ; and some may » 
be carried to different parts of the book. 

The last propositions (8) do not seem to have been enunciated 
before, and no doubt will appear improbable in the last degree. It is 
as though two (or more) narratives of the same discourse had been taken 
out of fragments left of the Gospels, divided into corresponding 
parallel verses, and then either the first verse of the one narrative: 
written after the first of the other, the second after the second, and so 
on ; or else the verses intermingled without apparent principle. 
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Difficult as it is to account: for this eccentric arrangement, there 
seem to be almost certain instances of it; there is one e.g. in Nic. 
Eth. bk. VII, ch. iii, and another in bk. V, ch. v1, and with this evi- 
dence, that not only can the disentangled pieces be arranged in 
parallel groups, but whereas there seems to be incoherence which can- 
not be overcome in the on text, these groups are coherent within 
themselves. 

4, For these various appearances the following explanation is con- 
jectured. 

The compilers looked on sie reputed works of Aristotle as ‘sacred 
books,’ and considered themselves under obligation not to suppress 
any of the material which they found. 

Consequently they incorporated in the text several versions of the 
same thing, even where they differed but slightly from one another : 
just as a Christian might regard the various accounts of the same 
events in the Gospels as of equal value and entitled to preservation in 
their original form. 

The different ways in which. they arranged and combined the dupli- 
cates may be accounted for by supposing that they endeavoured not 
to restore accurately an original order, but rather to make a context 
which would read with some appearance of continuity out of the 
actual fragments, adding and taking away as little as possible ?. 
There seem to be undoubted traces of connecting sentences written by 
a compiler: but the condition of the text indicates that it was a rule 
in some books at least to make such work a minimum ; if this is so it 
would be caused by the same feeling as that which prompted the 
preservation of the duplicates. Whatever may be the worth of this 
hypothesis as to the motive of compilation, the fact of compilation 
itself seems to rest on strong evidence. 

5. The exposition of the foregoing theory is begun with an exami- 
nation of the Seventh Book of the Nicomachean Ethics, because in it 
are to be found some of the most striking instances of the phenomena 
alleged. ) 

The first part, the account of dxpacla in chaps. i-x, seems to have 
been compiled out of at least three versions, which are perhaps not all 
by the same author. The second part, on Pleasure, was in all pro- 
bability not intended to stand in the same treatise as the versions 
contained in the first ; but this subject, as well as the authorship of 
the second part, is reserved for a later Study. 


1 Where four parallel versions seem to be combined. * Compare paragraphs 91 and 95. 
BY 
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The Seventh Book of the Ethics is not the only one which seems to 
be a compilation ; most of the books shew more or less trace of some- 
thing of the kind: after the Seventh book the most remarkable is 
perhaps the Fifth. The resolution is more obvious in the Seventh, the 
evidence of diverse authorship stronger in the Fifth and Sixth?. 

Some of the parallelisms? on which the present theory of Eth. VII 
is based have been forestalled by Rassow, with whose book the writer 
has only recently become acquainted. The coincidences are accidental 
and do not extend far: the treatment of facts observed in common 
differs considerably. 


1 It is intended to consider these and some other parta of the Ethics hereafter. 

2 In eight passages out of about twenty-four, excluding the more dubious conjectures 
of Part V. The important parallelisms in chaps. iii (except AA’), v, vii, viii, as well as 
those in ch. x, seem to have been overlooked, 














PART II. 


COMPILATION OF PARALLEL VERSIONS. 


SECTION I. 


Nic. Erarcs, Bk. VII, Ch. iv. (Tastz IL.) 


6. The fourth chapter of Nic. Ethics bk. VII is one of the best 
specimens of the combination of duplicate passages forming different 
versions. 

Rassow has already noticed in general terms that the second part 
of this chapter (§§ 5, 6, 1148 a 22—b 14) treats over again the 
subject of the first (§§ 2, 3, 4, 1147 b 23—1148 a 15), but attention 
has not been called to the remarkable completeness of the parallelism 
between them, member for member and phrase for phrase, nor the 
circumstance that both may have as a common beginning the first 
section of ch. vii. By writing this section before each of the two 
parts, two chapters can be obtained on the same subject, complete and 
independent (see below, paragr. 9 fin.). 

This is easily seen if the chapter is arranged in two parallel 
columns as in Table I, where the corresponding phrases and words are 
marked by the same letters above the line. 

7. The first column (§§ 2, 3, 4, 1147 b 23—1148 a 15) has three 
main divisions, B,, C,, D,; to which correspond in the second column 
(§§ 5, 6, 1148 a 22—b 14) B,, C,, D,. 

B, and B, contain a classification of pleasures or pleasant objects; C, 
and C, treat of the dxparets xa6’ dpuowdrnta or cata mpdoOeoy and dis- 
tinguish them from the dxparis a7AGs; D, and D, determine the 
kinds of pleasure with which the axparijs amA@s has to do. 

Thus the general divisions of the subject occur twice over, once in 
each column. More than this, things stated twice over in different 
connexions in the first column are stated twice in corresponding con- 
nexions in the second column, as follows. 
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B, beside classifying pleasures includes the statement that the 
aipera cad’ atrd admit of a (wrong) tepBoAy. 

C,, in the same column, repeats this with the addition of mapa rov 
6pOdv Adyor to drepBory (1147 b 31), in distinguishing the dxparys xara 
nmpdcOecw from the dxparjs dmAGs. The same thing is done in the 
corresponding members B,.and C, of the other column: after the 
classification in B, it is said that error in -the highest class, ra gvces 
aiperd, is drepBod7, and in C, this is repeated with the addition of 
mapa tov Adyov as in C, (compare 1148 a 28, 1148 a 33, 1148 b 4, in 
the second column), 

Again in (C,, the discussion of the dxpareis xara mpdoOeow, it is 
said that the term dxpactla is applied in the case of aipera cad’ atrd 
only by analogy: this.is repeated in the same column in D,, where 
the objects of the dxpacta proper are determined. On examining the 
corresponding members, C, D,, of the second column, it will be seen 
that C, contains the same remark and D, repeats it. Compare the 
two passages marked £...f, with the two marked *...». 

8. To investigate more closely the parallelism of the members 
.B, and B,, C, and C,, D, and D, :— 

(a) B, and B,. : , 

B, divides objects causing pleasure into two classes: aipera xa? 
gird; and cwpariud or dvayxaia. B, gives the same under different 
phraseology: give. alperd, called also in the same column (C,) dice 
aipera 50 atrd=aipera xa? aird ; and rd peragv=rd coparixd. 

The examples too of: the ‘first class in B,: are repeated in B,: v(xn, 
TiN, Xpnpara, Képdos, answer to vin, Tin, TAODros, in B,. 

But B, adds a third class vot found in B,, rd évaytia rovrwy (i.e. 

Tév dtce. atperdv), which appears to refer to the unnatural or 
abnormal pleasures discussed in ch. v. This amounts to a correction 
of B,. 
In B, it is said of the aipera xaé’ aird that they admit of excess, 
implying that they are wrong in excess, as indeed is said more 
directly in C,, in the same column. In B, the same thing is put m 
a clearer and better way: ‘it is not susceptibility to these, nor desire 
_and liking. for them which are bad, but a certain excess in them’ 
(mpos dnayta... Td Towdra.. od TO Tdoyxew Kal emOupety Kat pirciv 
Weyovrat, dAAa TO Twos brepBddAew, 1148 a 26-28). 

The badness of dvayxaia or cwparixa when indulged in to excess 
is not stated in B,; though half implied by the term dvayxata, and 
asserted lower down in the same column (D,). In B, the fact is 
expressly mentioned (see 1148 a 26-28). 
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From these considerations it is evident that B, is not a mere 
recapitulation of B, for it contains more, that it is not a mere ad- 
dition to B, for it contains the same matter as B,: it is rather an 
entire reconstruction which makes B, quite unnecessary. 

(8) C, and C,. 

According to C, (see above, paragraph 7 fin.) error in respect of 
aipera cal’ atrd which is, drepBody mapa Tov épOdv Adyov does not 
make a man dkparys dads, and is only to be called dxpaola by 
analogy, xa@” dyoidrnra: of such error the word dxpacla cannot be 
used simply but must have the addition (mpdo@eors) of some qualifying 
term. All this is repeated phrase for phrase in C,, as will be seen by 
comparing the parallel columns. 

In C, the author says, as a proof of the validity of the distinction 
made between the dxparijs dmAGs and the dxparns xara mpdcbecw, that 
there is a special stigma attaching to true dxpacia which does not 
attach to dxpacia in the aipera xaé’ atrd; true dxpacla being not 
merely a fault but a sin, 7 wey yap dxpacta Weyeras odx Os dyaptla pdvoy 
GANG xa @s xaxla tis. The same corroboration of the same distinction 
is given in C,, » yap dxpacla ob pdvov pevxrdv GAA kal Tov Wexrdv. 

C, makes some additions to the common matter, not however in 
themselves very important. It gives further examples of the gicer 
alperd, viz. réxva and yoveis, illustrating the nature of émepBoAy in 
relation to them by the stories of Niobe and Satyrus: it elucidates 
at a little more length than C, the difference between Gm)Gs and xa” 
dpoidryta, or Kata mpdoGeow (oloy Kaxdv larpdv Kai kaxdy troKpurqy, dv 
&mdGs ovbx dy efrovev xaxdv) ; and excludes from connexion with aipera 
xa? aird not only dxpacta proper (as C,) but also poy @npla. 

Thus again C, repeats the matter of C, with some additions, and in 
such a manner as to make C, superfluous. 

(vy) D, and D,. 

D, restricts the objects of dxpacla proper to those pleasures with 
which the cddpwv and dxdéAacros are concerned; D, does this also. 
Compare the passages marked ™..."™ in the parallel columns. The 
parallelism of the passages marked 4..." has already been pointed out 
(see above, paragraph 7 fin.). It should also be noticed that the 
examples of dxpacla xaé’ 6uoidrnra given in the first column (C,, D,), 
xpnudrav, xépdous, Tysis, Oypod (dpyijs), are all given again in the second 
column (D,), xépdous, Tizfjs, Ouuod; and that the example named twice 
in the first column (Ovpod in C,, épys D,) is named twice in the 
second column (D,, wept 32 Ovpdv Kal? époudrnta A€youen” 310 Kal mpoot- 
Oévres dxpary Ovpod domep tyzqs Kat xépdovs paper). 
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But though the main subject of D,, viz. the kind of pleasure sought 
by the dxparis am\Gs, is repeated in D,, there is something more in 
D,, for it gives examples of these pleasures and adds the important 
remark that the dxparjs acts mapa mpoalpeow, whereas up to this 
point the additions have been made by the second column on the first, 
and not by the first on the second. 

This however does not disprove the relation of D, and D, as in- 
dependent duplicates. For firstly, D, is clearly not a resumé of D,; 
and as D, belongs to the context of B, and C,, so D, belongs to the 
context of B, and C,, which have been shewn to be independent 
duplicates of B, and C,. Secondly, as the object of this chapter is to 
distinguish she ane GmA@s from the dxparis kara mpdc0eow Ib 
is not absolutely necessary to mention that the dxparjs amAGs acts 
mapa mpoalpecw, a characteristic common to all dxpacla. Thirdly, 
this characteristic of dxpacla may well have followed in the version 
of which the second column was originally part, later on, either in 
a subsequent chapter or in a lost continuation of this one; and indeed 
there is some ground for thinking that something now removed stood 
originally after D, (see below, paragrs. 81-7). 

9. The above analysis seems to prove that the two columns are 
independent, and that the second column is a reconstruction of the 
first, intended to replace it. Even if both were written by the same 
author he could not have meant them to stand finally in one and the 
same context as they do now: for they are alternatives, and if he kept: 
one he must have rejected the other. 

The words xaOdmep drelAopev mpOr epov in B, roay be the work of 
acompiler. But if they are genuine, they cannot refer to the begin- 
ning of ch. iv, § 2 (B,), on account of the relation of the two columns 
just pointed out: and apart from this they do not suit it, since the 
threefold division of 75éa 1s not found there. 

Both columns begin with éwet 5é, and it will be seen that either 
may be read after the first section of the chapter, A, with equal 
coherence both in syntax and subject matter. Thus each of the two 
orders A B, C, D,, A B, C, D, yields a chapter on the same e subject as 
the other, and very like it. 

A short passage omitted in Table I from the end of the first column. 
(1148 a 16-22) will be discussed below in Part V, Section VIII. 
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SECTION II. 
Nic. Eru. VII. viii. §§ 4, 5. (Tasze V1.) 


10. Thefe is strong evidence that § 4 (1151 a 11-19) and § 5 (1151 
a 20-28) of ch. viii were not intended for the same context, and that 
their present position is due to compilation. 

(a) Both discuss the same subject, dxpacla and the superiority of 
the dxparjs to the dxdéAacros, in the same manner. Their contents 
are parallel phrase for phrase, as may be seen by comparing the words 
distinguished by the same letters in the columns of Table VI. 

To dore 8 elvae rovodrov olov memeicOar didxew ... in A, (the 
second column) corresponds in A, (the first column) 6 peéy rowodros | 
ofos py 81a TO TemeioOa didKew: to avédny ras To.atras jdovds, In A,, 
tas Ka’ tmepBodiy coparicds Hdovds, in A,: to mapa rév épOdv Adyov In 
A,, the same words in A,: to... 6 dxparis BeAtlwy rod dxoAdorov... 
od erat yap rd BéATicTov 7 dpy7, in A,, the sentence in A, éxetvos pev 
oty edperdmeoros, 6 8 ov H yap dpery x.t.A. See also Part IV, 
Section IT. | 

There is no reason whatever in the context for the repetition by A, 
of the matter in A,. A,, the later in order, is not a necessary ad- 
dition to A,; on the-contrary, A, is the fuller in statement: e.g. it 
expands od erat yhp rd BéAriorov 7 dpx4, found in the second column, 
into several explanatory lines. On the other hand, an inspection of 
the parallelisms shews that A, cannot be treated as a resumé of Ag, as 
is proved also by the next argument (8). — 

It is true that A, adds the mention of the character opposed to the 
&xparys, VIZ. 6 eupeverixds kat ovK éxotarixds 1d ye TO wdOos, 1.e. the 
éyxparjs, but this might have been added at the end of A,, and could 
_ not of itself necessitate the repetition of all that is said in A,. 

(8) The beginning of § 5 (A,, 1151420) introduces the dxparjs 
as if he had not yet been described at all: EXZTI AE TIS 8:4 wd6os 
éxotariKds .... odrds éotiv 6 dxparns. But the very account, thus put 
forward as though it were new, has already been given, and that more 
fully (see above, and compare Part IV, paragraph 43) in the passage 
which has just preceded (A,, 1151 a 11-19). This is enough to shew | 
that the author of A, could not have meant it to follow A, as it does 
now. 

(y) The words at the end of § 4 present an insuperable difficulty in 
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the present arrangement of the text,—cddpev pty oty 6 Tovodros axo- 
Aaotos 8 6 évayrlos: for the characters just spoken of are not the 
oddpwv and the dxdAacros, but the dxparjs and the dxdéAacros, The 
author has been saying that the dxparjs can be persuaded without 
much difficulty to reform because he has not lost the moral dpx7, but 
that this is not so with the dxdéAacros, because he has lost it. Com- 
pare the passages marked d and e¢ in the other column. 

This difficulty is at once removed if the independence of the parallel 
passage is recognised, for the sentence oddpwv pev x.t.A. which will 
not fit on to the end of A, (§ 4) where it now stands, does fit perfectly 
to the beginning of the parallel version A,; that is, it is only neces- 
sary to consider it as belonging not to the passage which it follows, 
but to the passage which it precedes (see Table VI). The beginning 
of the account of dxpacla in A,, gori 5€ Tis x.7.A., umplies that it comes 
after the account of some other character or characters to which 
axpacta is related; now as the nature of éyxpdrea is determined 
in outline at the end of A, (§ 5, 1151 a 26), it is reasonable to 
suppose that the passage originally preceding A,, in the version to 
which A, belonged, had described the cdédpwv or axddacros or 
both. With such a supposition the words oddpev pev ody 6 rovodTos 
x.7.X. accord exactly, and they may well be the wind-up of a lost 
description, probably short, of cwppoovvn. They may perhaps however 
be due to a compiler (see paragraph 12 fin.). 

ll. The above arguments (a, 8, y) seem to show conclusively that 
A, and A, are two independent parallel versions. The difficulties 
pointed out in (8) and (y) are of special importance, as they cannot be 
explained away so long as the received text is held to be right. They 
are not removed by a mere‘transposition of A, and A,; for the words 
odppav pév x.t.A. could not come immediately after § 3 (i.e. after 
1151 a 10), nor as before said at the end of § 4 (1151a 19); nor if 
these words are struck out can the beginning of A,, gore 5é Tis K.T.A., 
come after § 3: besides, the argument (a) would remain mutatis 
mutandis. 

The words rovavras jdovds, in § 5 (A,, 1151 a 23), cause no difficulty ; 
they will refer to some expression like cwyarixas jdovds used in the 
context which originally came before A,. | 

12. It should be noticed that the version A, fits on to nothing in 
ch. vill, whether the beginning of A, is put at the words cd¢pwr pév 
or at ors 5€ ris: nor indeed does it seem to fit on to anything in the 
' book. It is doubtful too whether A, is in its place (see paragr. 75 fin.). 
Further on (Part IV, paragraph 43) it will be shewn that A, is 
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probably later than A,. It seems possible in this case to explain why 
the compiler put the later and more detailed version first. As already 
said, whether A, begins at cddpwv pev x.t.A. or at gore dé Tis K.T.A., 
A, could not follow after § 3 (1151 aro). On the other hand, 
though the beginning of A, (§ 4, 1151 a 11) does not necessarily 
connect it with § 3 fin., the transition from § 3 to § 4 is not in- 
tolerable, or at least not so intolerable as from § 3 to § 5, and this 
- would suggest putting A, where it is rather than A,. 

Again, if A, really began with cddpov pev otv, the compiler might 
be deceived by the general resemblance of § 4 to Nic. Eth. VI. v. 6 — 
(1140 a 11-20 q.v.), where the sdgpwy and dxddaoros are distin- 
guished, into supposing that the end of § 4 treats also of cdgppwv and 
dxéAaoros, and then he might think that the words cédpwy pev x.T.r. 
at the beginning of A, would follow well after the end of A,: see 
paragr. gt. Or if A, began at gor. dé ris, the compiler may have 
written the sentence oddpwv pev ... évavrlos to connect § 5 (A,) with 
what, for the reason just given, he may have wrongly taken to be the 
meaning of § 4 fin. 


SECTION III. 
Nic. Eru. VII. v. §§ 5-8. (Tasue IIT.) 


13. This chapter may be divided into three parts; §§ 1—4, 1148 
b 15—34 (Ag); §§ 5, 6, 1148 b 34—1149 a 12 (B,);-§§ 7, 8, 1149 a 
12—1149 a 20 (B,). See Table ITI. Of these the first explains 
and illustrates the difference of the natural and unnatural or abnormal 
pleasures. The second, B,, teaches that dxpaola proper and dxodacla 
(uoxOnpla) have nothing to do with the unnatural pleasures: this 
restriction is made over again in the third part, B,, in the same way 
and almost the same words. 

14. The parallelism of B, and B, is shewn by the following: 

§ 5 (B,) contains the distinction of mere liability to feel unnatural 
appetites (rd éyew Exaora rovrwy) from overcoming or yielding to 
them (76 éxovra xparety 7) xparetcOa). In § 7 (B,) the same dis- 
tinction 1s given with a slight difference of statement (see below, 
paragraph 48), and with no indication that it has been given before: 
tovtwy & éort pev exew Tia evlore pdvoy pi kparetoOas dé... . Ete de 
kat kparetoOat pt) povov exeuv. 

In § 5 (B,) dxpacla in respect of the unnatural pleasures is said not 
to be axpacla proper, 7 é7A7 dxpacla, but analogous to it, xa6” éuodrnra : 
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so in § 8 (B,) the same thing is found again; ‘such dxpacla is not 
to be called so aAGs, but only xara mpdcbeow.’ 

To the word imepBddAovea applied to unnatural vice in B, cor- 
responds according to B, [od kar’ &vOpwrov] and [odk dvOpwrlyn], 
implied by kar’ dvOpwrov and dvOpwrivy. Such error is called in B, 
Onptadns or voonparddns, and this is repeated in B,. 

15. It is clear that the repetition of the matter of B, by B, is 
wholly unnecessary ; also that B, is complete without B,, and does 
not in any way presuppose that B,, which is before it in the present 
text, has preceded. 

It should be noticed that B, and B, begin in nearly the same 
manner, TO wey ody éxety TovTwy Exacra...(B;), rovrwr & éort 
pey éxewy teva ..... (B,); and that each passage is connected in 
the same way through the word rovrwy with the first part of the 
chapter (A;), so that there is equal coherence whether B, or B, is 
read after Ag. 

Thus B, and B, are independent aise versions of the same subject. 

It will be shewn in Section IV that ch. vi, §§ 5-7, is a duplicate 
version of chapter v, with members A, B, corresponding to Ag B, 
(=B,). There are then in chapters v anid vi three parallel versions 
of the same subject: of these two seem to be complete or nearly so, 
A, B, and A, B,; of the third only B, remains, of which the be- 
ginning (A,) may have been lost. 


SECTION IV. 
Nic. Erg. VII. vi. §§ 5-7. (Tapre IIL) 


16. The passage ch. vi, §§ 5—7 falls into two parts. The first, A,, 
is a division of bodily pleasure into natural or human, and unnatural, 
brutish, or morbid. The second, B,, limits the sphere of cwdpoctvn 
and dxoAactla to the natural pleasures (wept ras apdéras, i.e. ras dvOpw- 
muxas kat @voixds) : with respect to the pleasure of brutes these terms, 
it is said, can only be used by a metaphor. Then follows an account 
of the difference between Onpidryns and xaxla. 

But these two parts A, B, correspond in outline to the two main 
parts of ch. v, A; and B, (=B,)—see above, paragraph 13—which 
discuss the same distinction in pleasure and of characters related to 
pleasure, though with some variations. 
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17. Is it possible then that one version of ch. v is intentionally 
repeated by ch. vi, §§ 5-7, and that both passages belong to the 
same context? 

The words déomep elpnrat xar dpxds may suggest at first an affirm- 
ative answer, but a nearer examination seems to prove that the second 
passage was not intended for the same context as the first, and is 
a parallel version: of it. 

(a) There is no manner of reason for the repetition of the subject in 
this place: on the contrary, it 1s an obvious violation of coherence ; 
for in the present text the discussion of unnatural vices and pleasures 
is wound up in ch. v, § 9, 1149 a 20 seqq. (q. v.), and the second 
account interposed quite irrelevantly between geoicals Ovpod (vi, 1-4) 
and padaxta (ch. vii). — 

(8) The second part (B,) of the present passage, though treating of 
the’same matters as the second part of the versions in ch. v, B, and 
B,, shows no consciousness of their existence. 

(y) Ay, vi, 6, introduces the classification of natural and unnatural 
pleasures, as though, while suggested by something previous (kar’ 
dpxds) it was formally adopted now for the first time :—airéy 8 
Tovtwy tas diapopds Anaréov, Somep yap eipnra xar’ dpxds, K.T.Ar 
1149 b 26. 

The differentiz meant, ‘natural’ and ‘ unnatural,’ have been fully 
recognised and applied in ch. v already, more fully indeed than here. 

But that such a definite settlement of the differentie has not 
yet taken place would be naturally implied by Anaréov, and the word 
must imply this, because the classification is noticed with the same 
object: here as before, to determine, namely, with more precision the 
sphere of dxoAacla, &c. 

(8) The incoherence above described (a) is removed if either of the 
two passages which exclude dxoAagcla, &c, from connection with un- 
natural appetite be omitted, and the other retained. In either case 
there would be a complete order in the language, and the subject- 
matter would be, in outline at least, the same. 

(i) Suppose ch. v, §§ 1-8 (A,, B,, B,) taken out, so as to give the 
order—ch. iv,—ch, v, § 9.—ch. vi, § 1-4.—ch. vi, § 5-7. Ch. v, § 9, 
serves at once to sum up the result of ch. 1v. in the words Sri pe ody 
dxpaotla, and to introduce in the words Gri dé xat x.r.A. the subject of 
ch. vi, §§ 1-4, dxpaola 6vpot. Ch. vi, § 5 sums up the contents of 
both ch. vi, §§ 1-4 (os pev rolvuv, x.r.A.) and of ch. iv, §§ 1-4 (kal sre 
Zorwy, x.T.A.) and forms the transition to ch. vi, §§ 6-7. 

(ii) Secondly, if ch. vi, §§ 5-7 (A,, B,) is omitted there is equal 


- 
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coherence, because ch. v, § 9 (871 pév ody dxpacta, x.r.r.) from its form 
serves either to sum up ch. iv by itself, or chaps. iv and v together. 
See also paragraph 71. . 

(ce) As to the words domep kar’ dpxds—even if it were not possible 
to, find another passage in the book to which they might refer, the 
above arguments seem to make it certain that, if genuine, they cannot 
refer to ch. v. ; 

But beside this, (1) the form of the reference is quite against relating 
it to ch. v; and (ii) a passage can be found which fits it in form and 
matter much better than that chapter. 

(i) 1. It has been argued that because xar’ dpyds need only refer to 
the beginning of a subject, and not necessarily to the beginning of 
a book, it is the beginning of the account of unnatural appetite and 
vice in ch. v which is here signified. 

The inference is unsound: domep kar dpyds elpnrac must mean 
at least ‘the beginning of the present subject’; now the discussion 
of unnatural appetite being finished off in ch. v, § 9 and a transition 
made to a new subject not included in it—for dxpacla Ovp0% is not an 
unnatural vice—it follows that a reference to ‘the beginning of the 
present subject,’ coming directly after the new discussion, cannot be 
intended for ch. v. 

Again, ‘the present subject’ must be one which comprises dxpacla 
6vyod; the most special subject which comprises it, is the general 
account of dxpacla xara mpdcOeow begun in ch. iv; but there is ob- 
viously nothing in that chapter which suits what is said here 
(1149 b 27-9). 

2. The phrase éomep xar’ dpxas does not seem to be used when the 
‘beginning’ referred to is at such a short distance (the preceding 
chapter) as ch. v would be in the present case ; but only when it is 
so far off that it is better for the sake of clearness to take this rather 
than a more general form like déomep efpnrat. 

This is borne out by all the passages collected in Bonitz’s Index. 
In Metaph. XIII. x. 1086 b 15, the reference is to Metaph. IT. iv. 
999 b 24, and II. vi. 1003 a 6: an interval of eighty-three pages. In 
De Anima III. iti. 427 a 29, to De An. I. 1. 404a 17, 405 b 10-17: 
an interval of twenty-two pages. In Pol. IV. vin. 1293 b 27, to III. 
vii. 1278 a 22: an interval of fifteen pages at least, and much more 
in the new order of the books. In Post. An. J. xxii, 84a 32, to Post. 
An. I, iti. 72 b 5, seqq.: twelve pages. In Phys. VIII. v. 260a 11, 
to Phys. VIII. i. 250 b: nine pages and a half. In Eudemian Ethics 
VII. v. 1239 b 7, to Eud. Eth. VII. i. 1235a 4: four pages and a half. 





ARISTOTELIAN STUDIES. 15 


The smallest interval is about three hundred and fifty lines, and in 
every passage the usage is quite different to that proposed here’. 

(ii) Secondly, there is a passage in the book which from the stand- 
point of ch. vi could properly be called xar’ dpyds, and contains the 
distinction of natural and unnatural pleasure referred to; this is at the 
beginning of the treatise, ch.i, § 3, 1145 a 27 seqq. 

To the contents of this latter place ch. vi, § 6 (A,) corresponds 
much better than to anything in ch. v. 

In vi, 6, dvOpwmixal Fdoval is synonymous with gvorxal fdoval, with 
this ch. i, § 3, 6 Onpiddns év dvOpdémos ordvos at least agrees. ° But 
in v, I (A,), this is not so, the distinction of dice: and pi dicer 
is extended to the pleasures of brutes, and therefore ‘natural pleasure’ is 
not co-extensive with ‘ human ’—xal rovrav (= trav pice Hdéwv) Ta pev 
dmd@s Ta 5% xara yévyn cat (dwy Kat dvOpdémwv. The categories under 
which unnatural pleasures are spoken of in ch. v (A,) are Onpidders, 51d 
mmpoécers, 54a vdcous (pleasures actually caused by disease), voonparddecs # 
(pleasures of the nature of a disease), 3: pavlav, ef ZOovus, 51d pox Onpas 
dices. Both ch. vi, 6, and ch. i, 3, agree in naming only the first 
three of these. | 

If it be objected that the words cal ro yéver xal ro peyéOer have 
nothing exactly to suit them in ch. i, 3, the same objection holds of 
ch. v. If it be said that in ch. v, dmepBdAdAovea (1149 a 5, § 5 fin.) 
corresponds fairly to év peyéOes in ch. vi, then so does taepBddAovras in 
ch. 1, § 3, 1145 a 32. 

It seems to follow then that the contents of ch. i, § 3, suit the 
reference in ch. vi, 6. much better than do the contents of ch. v, §§ 1-3 ; 
and that while the position of ch. 1, § 3, relative to ch. vi suits the 
meaning and usage of the formula do7mep elpnra car’ dpyds, the posi- 
tion of ch. v does not. 

18. The observation of another duplicate here seems due to Rassow 
alone, who (Forschungen, p. 23) has pointed out that Suoiov oty.... 


1 The same holds of the parallel formula év dpy7. ra é dpyjRs (which however is not 
strictly parallel, compare the exx. referred to in Bonitz Ind.) relates in one place, Prior 
Anal. 32 a 34, to something in the same chapter, but the meaning is special: after con- 
sidering the first group (syllogisms with universal premisses) of a logical order, in the 
second group (syllogisms with universal and particular premisses) a result is obtained 
dentical with one which holds in the first; this is expressed by xaOamep éy rois é¢ dpyjjs, 
‘just as in the cases first in order:’ and it is almost necessary to use some such phrase for 
precision, because it is immediately preceded by mpérepoy which refers to a syllogism in’ 
the second group,—...70 avd gota: cupmépacya 8 wat mpdrepov, Kaddwep év rois éf dpxifjs, 
i.e. the conclusions of two syllogisms in the second group coincide, in the same manner 
as the conclusions of two in the first group. 

2 In B, and B, voonparwéns seems to include &a vdcous. 
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dpx7 1150 a 3-5 is parallel to mapanzAnjovov ody... . Onplov 1150 a 6-8. 

The last passage is evidently a bungler’s work, for the comparison 

ovpBddrrcw ddulay apds dvOpwrov Gdixoy 1s an unfortunate substitute 

for dyvxov ocvpBddrAdrew mpds euyvyov, and can hardly be by the same 

author. It does not seem to belong to either of the other versions. 
On the possible origin of such short duplicates, see paragr.: 89. 


SECTION V. 


Nic. Era. VII. x. § 4. (Tasuies IV and V.) 


19. The fourth section of the tenth chapter is made up of two pieces, 
each of which is parallel to a piece in another part of the book. 

st, gore 3’ dxpacla.... rhs Tay wAcloTwy dvvdpews (1152 a 25-27) 
is contained already, in a slightly different form, in ch. vii, § 1, gore 
pep ovrws éyew, «.7.A. 1150a 11: see Table IV. 

and, etiarorépa 5% Tay axpaciGy, k.7.r. (1152 a 27-33) corresponds to 
ch. vill, § 2, atrép Se rovrwy.... of moAdol, 1151 a 1-5: see Table V. 

20. The only way of avoiding the conclusion that the later passages 
are parallel versions of the former, seems to be to suppose them re- 
sumés, and put as such at the end of the treatise ; at all events there 
seems no other reason assignable for the repetition of the subjects. 

(a) But there is no reference jn the later passages to those which 
have preceded, nor any consciousness that the subject has been treated 
before. 

(8) The first passage in § 4, dort 8° dxpacla, x.r.A. though not in 
the form of a resumé, might, as regards its mere contents, be a resumé 
of a part (for it says nothing of padaxla and xaprepta) of ch. vii, § 1. 

But neither in form nor in content can the second passage eiiarorépa 
de rév dxpaciGy, x.7.d., serve as a resumé of ch. vii, § 2. 

Both treat of different degrees of culpability within sipaila: but 
vill, 2 only recognises such a difference between two classes, the first 
where the dxparjs 1s carried away by his feeling before he has time to 
think, the second where he has reflected but nevertheless yields to 
temptation, ch. x, § 4 contains not only this, but adds a similar dis- 
tinction between the 8.’ 20.008 dxpareis and the dvoixo} dkparets, as 
the latter are less curable than the former. - 

There is too a noteworthy change of phraseology in x, 4: for in 
accordance with vil, 8 the dxpare?s who act without reflection are 
called peAayyodtkol; in vill. 2 éxorarcxol, a term not to be found in 
vil, 8 (see also paragr. 35). 
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Again, viii. 2 merely affirms that one kind of dxpacta is better than 
the other (SeArfovs); in x. 4 the reason why the one is better than 
the other is given in edvarorépa. 

(y) The context in ch. x. does not suit the hypothesis that the parts of 
§ 4 are resumés: §§ 1 and 2 are on the compatibility of dxpacta with 
dpdvyois and dewdrns, and are not recapitulatory; § 3, though begin- 
ning with something said before, introduces new subjects relative to 
dxpacta, and the contents of § 4 follow as though they were other new 
points. And generally, if the author intended to recapitulate his results - 
here, he could scarcely have passed over so much that is important 
in the book, and have selected for repetition just these two things 
which form such an inconsiderable portion of the theory developed. 

21. To sum up: from the form, matter, and context of the two 
passages, it seems to be naturally inferred that they are not recapitu- 
lations of the similar passages earlier in the book, and that they 
belong to parallel versions. This conclusion is confirmed by the 
results arrived at on stronger evidence in the repetitions already 
discussed. The duplicate of the second passage seems wrongly 
placed : compare paragraph 34. 


SECTION VI. 


Nic. Era. VII. vii. (Taste IV.) 


22. (a) In § 1, A,, the relation to one another of the dxparijs, pakakds, 
éyxparns, and xaprepixds, is determined. The first two of these yield 
{jTTac0a1) to the bad impulse, but, for the dxparjs, this is given 
by pleasure, for the padaxdés by pain. The last two agree so far as 
both overcome (xpareiy) the bad impulse, and differ, like the first ew 
in its nature. 

xparety then is common to the éyxparjs and xaprepixds, HrracOar to 
the wadaxds and dxparjs. This is contradieted by § 4, 1150a 32-b 1 
-(A,), according to which xparety belongs to the éyxparyjs alone, and 
not to the xaprepixés, whose action is merely dyréyew: and this 
difference is made a reason for preferring the former to the latter, 
because xparety is better than ph yrracOau. 

Two such opposite views cannot have been intended for the same 
context. 

(8) § 2 (A,, 1150 a 16), begins the subject quite independently and 
without any link of connection to § 1:—Ezet 8 éyrat roy HdovGy, K.T.A. 

C 
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dpyy 1150 a 3-5 is parallel to tapamAjowoy ody ... . Onplov 1150 a 6-8. 

The last passage is evidently a bungler’s work, for the comparison 

ovpBddrdrew dduxlay apds dvOpwmoy Gdixoy is an unfortunate substitute 

for dyuyov ovpBddrdrew mpds euyvxov, and can hardly be by the same 

author. It does not seem to belong to either of the other versions. 
On the possible origin of such short duplicates, see paragr.' 89. 


SECTION V. 
Nic. Era. VII. x. § 4. (Tapsues IV and V.) 


19. The fourth section of the tenth chapter is made up of two pieces, 
each of which is parallel to a piece in another part of the book. 

st, gore 8’ dxpacla.... THs Tév wrAEloTwy duvdpews (1152 a 25-27) 
is contained already, in a slightly different form, in ch. vii, § 1, gor 
pep otrws éxew, «.7.A. 1150 a 11: see Table IV. 

and, etarorépa 8% Tév dxpacidy, k.7.r. (1152 a 27-33) corresponds to 
ch. vill, § 2, avréy 3& rovrwy.... of moAAol, 1151 a 1-5: see Table V. 

20. The only way of avoiding the conclusion that the later passages 
are parallel versions of the former, seems to be to suppose them re- 
sumés, and put as such at the end of the treatise ; at all events there 
seems no other reason assignable for the repetition of the subjects. 

(a) But there is no reference in the later passages to those which 
have preceded, nor any consciousness that the subject has been treated 
before. 

- (B) The first passage in § 4, gore 3° dxpacla, x.7.A. though not in 
the form of a resumé, might, as regards its mere contents, be a resumé 
of a part (for it says nothing of padaxla and xaprepla) of ch. vii, § 1. 

But neither in form nor in content can the second passage eiiarorépa 
d¢ rGv dxpacidy, x.T.r., serve as a resumé of ch. viii, § 2. 

Both treat of different degrees of culpability within dxpacla, but 
vill, 2 only recognises such a difference between two classes, the first 
where the dxparns is carried away by his feeling before he has time to 
think, the second where he has reflected but nevertheless yields to 
temptation, ch. x, § 4 contains not only this, but adds a similar dis- 
tinction between the 8.’ @O.c08 dxparets and the ¢vorxol dxpareis, as 
the latter are less curable than the former. - 

There is too a noteworthy change of phraseology in x, 4: for in 
accordance with vii, 8 the dxpare?s who act without reflection are 
called peAayyoArxol; in vill. 2 éxoratixol, a term not to be found in 
vii, 8 (see also paragr. 35). 
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Again, viii. 2 merely affirms that one kind of dxpacla is better than 
the other (SeArlovs); in x. 4 the reason why the one is better than 
the other is given in etarorépa. 

(vy) The context in ch. x. does not suit the hypothesis that the parts of 
§ 4 are resumés: §§ 1 and 2 are on the compatibility of dxpacfa with 
dpdynots and dewdrns, and are not recapitulatory; § 3, though begin- 
ning with something said before, introduces new subjects relative to 
dxpacta, and the contents of § 4 follow as though they were other new 
points. And generally, if the author intended to recapitulate his results - 
here, he could scarcely have passed over so much that is important 
in the book, and have selected for repetition just these two things 
which form such an inconsiderable portion of the theory developed. 

21. To sum up: from the form, matter, and context of the two 
passages, it seems to be naturally inferred that they are not recapitu- 
lations of the similar passages earlier in the book, and that they 
belong to parallel versions. This conclusion is confirmed by the 
results arrived at on stronger evidence in the repetitions already 
discussed. The duplicate of the second passage seems wrongly 
placed : compare paragraph 34. 


SECTION VI. 


Nic. Era. VII. vii. (Taste IV.) 


22. (a) In § 1, Aj, the relation to one another of the dxparjs, paraxds, 
éyxparns, and xaprepixds, is determined. The first two of these yield 
{j7Tac00a1) to the bad impulse, but, for the dxparjs, this is given 
by pleasure, for the padaxds by pain. The last two agree so far as 
both overcome (xparety) the bad impulse, and differ, like the first Emo, 
in its nature. 

kpareiy then is common to the éyxparjs and xaprepixds, nTTa00a to 
the padaxds and dxparjs. This is contradicted by § 4, 1150a 32-b 1 
-(A,), aecording to which xpareiy belongs to the éyxparjs alone, and 
not to the xaprepixés, whose action is merely dyréyew: and this 
difference is made a reason for preferring the former to the latter, 
because xparety is better than pu) ArracOau. 

Two such opposite views cannot have been intended for the same 
context. 

(8) § 2 (A,, 1150 a 16), begins the subject quite independently and 
without any link of connection to § 1:—’Emel 8 éyat ray 7dovGr, K.T.A. 

C 
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§ 2 seems to ignore § 1, for in the latter the kind of pleasure and 
pain which concern the characters under consideration is already 
formulated,— ras 8” adijs kal yedoews Hdovds cal AvTas: but § 2 begins 
as though this were not yet done, and makes the same statement 
itself in a different form, substituting for af 8’ adjs xal yedoews the 
terms dvayxaia: (1150 a 16), and cwparical (11504 24). 

(y) One point remains in § 1, A,,—éort pev ofrws éxew.... of 
moAAol Arrovs (1150 a 12-14), i.e. dxpacla and padaxla are constituted 
not by yielding to any alike of the pleasures and pains of dy and 
yedous, but by yielding to those which most’ men overcome: éyxpdreta 
and xaprepla by overcoming not any alike, but those which most men 
yield to. 

All this is given again in §§ 5 and 6, with the exchange of dvrirelvet 
for xpare? in the case of xaprepta, in accordance with the peculiar doctrine 
(see a) of § 4; compare § 5, 1150 b 1, 6 3 éddelmwy mpds & of woAdol 
dvrirelvovot, x.t.A. and § 6, 1150b 6, Guolws 8 yer nat wept ey- 
kparevay, x.t.A., 1150 b 12-13, GAd’ ef Tis, K.T.A. 

23. Since then one part of the substance of A, is contradicted 
by A,, § 4 (a), and the other part is repeated in A,, (8 and y): since 
the repetition of the common matter is made in § 5 with a difference 
of form agreeing with the difference of A,, § 4, from A,, (y): and 
since A, has a regular beginning independent of A,, (8):. it may 
be cafered that §§ 2-71 form an independent chapter, and that § 1 
is a parallel version of the same subject. 

This conclusion is somewhat confirmed by another circumstance ; 
A, gives as example of rpvd7j, which is a kind of padaxla, ds éAxet 
70 ination, tva wy movnon thy dnd Tob alpew Adanv. Such a pain will | 
not fit the formula of A,, 1150a 10, according to which padakla 
Is connected only with the pains of agy and yedots, but may be 
included, with at least less obvious inconsistency, in the more elastic 
formula of A,, 11504 24, owparixai Adrat. 

24, Now it has been shewn that ch. x, § 4, init. is a duplicate 
of ch. vil, § I, dors pev ofrws yew, x.7.A.; this again has its counterpart 
in another version, A,, namely, §§ 5, 6, of ch. vil. (see above, y): 
therefore these three passages may be three parallel versions, one 
at least, ch. x, § 4, being probably a fragment whose context has 
been lost. 


1 Excluding a part of § 3, for which see paragr. 77-78. 
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SECTION VII. 


Nic. Era. VII. ui. (Tape I.) 


25. This chapter has two independent beginnings, A(=§ 1, 1146b 
8—14) and A’ (= §2, 1146b 14-24), each giving the subjects to 
be discussed in the next part, and their order. Rassow also has seen 
_this much ; but the parallelism extends beyond, nght through the 
chapter, and the versions are combined in a manner different from 
any of the preceding. 

26. In the present order of the text there are two difficulties 
of structure, the first of which seems to have been passed over, and 
the second never really solved. 

(a) In § 3 (B,, 1146 b 24-27), wept pev ody rov ddfav; x.7.r. begins 
the answer to the ‘question adérepoy elddres 7} ot, xat was elddres. 
There is no use, it is argued, in saying that the dxparjs has not 
knowledge, but only opinion; for opinion may be as firmly held 
as knowledge, and therefore be as difficult to overcome. 

From the ody at the beginning of the next section (B,, 1146 b 27) 
either an inference would be expected to follow, or at least some new 
statement: instead of that, the same thing is repeated, and 1 in very 
similar words: compare B, and B, in Table I. 

(8) The second difficulty is the weladon of § 5(C,), and §§ 7, 8 (C,). 

According to what seems the necessary meaning of the words, C, 
explains the difference of explicit (or actual) and implicit (or potential) 
knowledge, premising that it has not been mentioned hitherto—éru rd 
éxew tHy émorjyuny GAdov tpdnov rev viv pnbévrwy, x.7.r4. But the 
distinction has been made already and very definitely in C,, about 
fourteen lines above in the present text, with the same words (compare 
éxov pey ov xp@pevos 5€ and éxew pev pu) xpjoOa dé). Some have 
thought therefore that the intention in C, is to describe, not the 
difference of implicit from explicit knowledge in general, but a new 
species of implicit knowledge, distinct from what has been given (&AAop 
tpémov T&v vov pnbévrwy), and defined by the examples xadevdwr, patyd- 
pevos, olywpévos. It may be doubted whether this explanation would 
ever have been thought of, had it not been for the supposed necessity 
of reconciling C, and C,, for it does not seem to suit either passage. 

(i) If dAAov tpdrov rév viv pnbévrwy referred to § 5 (C,), that 
section must also be ue description of a particular kind of implicit 

C2 
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knowledge ; but it is a description of implicit knowledge in general, 
not of a particular species; in the words dAN’ éel d1xGs A€yopen TO 
énictacOa, x.r.A. knowledge in general is divided into explicit and 
implicit, characterized by the generic terms ypopevos and éxwy pév 
ob xpaépevos S¢, common to both C, and C,. The reference cannot be 
to D,, as that only uses the general notion of potentiality (odx évepyet) 
given in C,: comp. also paragr. 27 fin. 

(ii) If the second passage, C,, announces a new kind of implicit 
knowledge, the beginning should rather he ér: rd gxew pev wy xpjodar 
d¢ 7H emoTHn GAAOv tTpdrov Tdv viv PnOevTwY trdpxer Tots avOpdross : 
the words éri ré éyew thy émiotnnv would naturally introduce a 
division of éye.v in general, not of a particular species of éyewv. 
~ (il) 6 xadeviwy, 6 patvduevos, &e. might be given as examples 
of # particular kind of implicit knowledge, but they might also be 
meant to illustrate the abeyance of knowledge in general, and the 
latter seems to be really the case in this passage. For ofoy in such 
construction (dere xal éxew (Tivd) mws kat pn exe, oloy tov Kxabev- 
Sovta kal patyduevoy, k.r.A.)= exempli gratia, and does not introduce 
the completion of a definition, but only illustrations of a definition 
which is complete and has preceded: but all that has preceded is 
TO exew pev pi xpyoda: dé—dore yew ws xal py exew, ‘to have 
and not use,—so as to have in a sense, and yet not have,’ attributes 
common to implicit knowledge in general, and not marking a species. 
The meaning then of the last clause seems to be, ‘so that a man may 
have knowledge in a sense, and yet not have it, of which the drunken 
man and the madman are instances.’ d:adépovcay takes up dAAop 
tpomoy, and the sense of the whole passage is, ‘ Again, it is possible, to 
“have” knowledge in a different way from what has been spoken 
of; for where knowledge is had and not used, the “having” is of a 
different sort, so that it is in a sense both having and not having, as 
happens in sleep or drunkenness.’ See also below, parag. 30, fin. 

27. The cause of the above difficulties probably is that § 4 (B,) is 
a parallel version of § 3 (By); and §§ 7, 8, C,, of § 5 (C,). 

And this conclusion is made almost certain by the parallelism of 
the remaining parts of the chapter. 

‘The whole may be arranged in two parallel columns, as in 
Table I :— 

A’ (§ 2, 1146 b 14~24) is the duplicate of A (§ 1, 1146 b 8-14). 

B, (§2, 1146 b 27-31) of B, (§ 3, 1146b 24-27). 

C, (§§ 7, 8, 1147 a 10-24) of C, (§ 5, 1146 b 31-35). 

D, (§§ 9-12, 1147 a 24-b 9) of D, (§ 6, 1146 b 35-1147 a 10). 





ARISTOTELIAN STUDIES. 21 


To D, should perhaps be added §§ 13 and 14, 1147 b 9-17: see 
paragraph 69. 

A’ and A, as already said, give each a table of contents. 

The rest discuss the problem ‘how can the dxparjs act against 
knowledge ?’ 

B, and B, both reject the solution that the dxparjs has only dd£a. 

In (C, D,) and (C, D,) the answer is that his. knowledge is only 
implicit, not explicit. 

C, and C, expound the distinction of potential and actual know- 
ledge. : 

D, and D, apply that distinction to the action of the dxparjs 
through the practical syllogism. 

28. B, and B, resemble one another closely : so do C, and C,, for 
though C, is much longer, it is essentially the same as C,, the new 
part being only in the way of explanation and illustration : compare 
the relation of C, and C, in chapter iv. (paragraph 8, 8). 

A’ differs considerably from A as to the scheme of the subjects 
(compare below paragraphs 29, 61), and in such a way as seems to 
make it certain that the two passages do not belong to the same version 
but are independent duplicates. 

D, and D, also differ considerably in the treatment of their common 
subject, as is of course possible in parallel versions: compare the 
relation of the first version to the second and third in chaps. v, vi 
(Table III and paragraph 51), of the first and second versions in 
ch. vii. (Table 1V and paragraph 55), and of many parts of the Nico- 
machean Ethics to the corresponding ones of the Eudemian. The 
presence of éiOvula in the dxparyjs is mentioned in D, but not in D,: 
however, the very question which D, answers—‘ how can the incon- 
tinent man act from an impulse contrary to his conviction?’ pre- 
supposes that the impulse is émOupla. If §§ 13 and 14, 1147 b 9-17, 
belong to D, (as conjectured), then this is expressed also by 6 ey 
ro mé0e. Sv, 1147b 11. The real addition in D, is what seems to 
be an attempt to explain how ém6vula contributes to the abeyance 
of knowledge; but the author scarcely gets beyond the statement of 
the fact, and seems confusedly to represent the potential knowledge 
that the course chosen is wrong as making an active resistance. 

The three passages in D,, dore ovpBaiver, x.7.A. 1147 b 1-3, doe 
cat 51a Todro, «.7.A. 1147 b 3-5, mGs Se Averat, x.7.A. 1147 b 6-9, have 
nothing to correspond in D,: but they are not absolutely necessary to 
the subject of the chapter. The main issue being to account for 
action against reason (Aéyos),—irrational action, the writer goes off 
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in the first of the above passages to a consideration which does not 
help the solution of the real problem: his account of the practical 
syllogism suggests to him that in a sense the dxparyjs acts with reason, 
and not altogether irrationally, because he reasons in a syllogism 
about what he does. This addition, as well as that about animals 
in the second passage, and the reawakening of knowledge in the 
third, do not disprove the parallelism of D, and D,. 

29. The beginning A (§ 1) of the chapter fits squall to either 
of the versions (B, C, D,), (B, C, D,), but its duplicate, A’, fits 
neither; for it proposes to start with the question as to whether 
the incontinent and continent man are differentiated by their objects, 
or their relation to their objects, or both together (r@ wept & 7} To 
‘ms Exovres thy dvadopdy, x.7.A. 1146 b 14-18): see also paragraph 61. 
A’ then may belong to a third version, and it will be seen hereafter 
(paragraph 61) that this conjecture is not without some further 
confirmation. | 

The order then of the text being A, A’, B,, B,, C,, D,, C,, D,, the 
combinations, A B, C, D,, A B, C, D,, are equally coherent, and 
each gives the same general result as the other. 

It seems to follow too that the compiler having before him, in 
whatever form, parts of two or three versions of the same subject, with 
corresponding members, A’ and A, B, and B,, [C, D,] and [C, D,], 
instead of writing the members of one version together in their proper 
order, and then those of another in theirs, associated corresponding 
parts of different versions ; so that A’ follows upon A, B, upon B,, and 
{C, D,] upon [C, D,]: see Introduction, paragr. 3. 

30. The above resolution of the text removes all difficulty from the 
relation of C, and C,, for in the version to which C, belongs nothing 
has been said yet about potential knowledge, C, and D, being parts 
of a different version. The words d\dAov rpdrov rév viv pnbévTwr, 
1147 a 10-11, refer to what has preceded in B,; there the only kinds 
of ‘having’ belief are having it doubtfully or having it certainly, 
in each of these the ‘ having’ being actual, C, adds the case where the 
‘ having’ is potential. 

The word rpdzovs at the end of D, perhaps led the compiler to 
place C, after D,, compare paragr. 34 fin. and 87. rpdzoy in the second 
version was doubtless suggested by rpdzovus in the first ; for 1t will be 
seen in the Tables that the language of one version often echoes that 
of the other in a slightly altered form; compare e.g. in this chapter 
obey diolces émioripn ddfns of B,, with odOev duapeper pds Tov Adyov 
of B, ; a similar relation holds throughout the language of B, and B,. 
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The parallelism of the clause GAN’ ézet dixds .. .  eXeiy puey od Kpd- 
pevos d3&.... dtolcee Td exovTa pey pi Oewpodvra de... . mpdrres 
rob éxovra (C,) to év ydp ro exew piv pH xpjoda dt dtapeépovocar 
épopev tip é€w (C,), confirms the meaning ascribed to d:ap€poveap 
above (paragraph 26). 

31. Another apparently erroneous view caused by the supposition 
that the chapter is a whole must be noticed. It has been said that 
B, and C, do not refer to dxpaola, and that the words d7A0y odp 
dre Spolws éxew Aextéov Tovs axpareis tovrots, § 7 fin. 1147 a 17, shew 
that the state of the dxparjs is first discussed in C, (§§ 7, 8). This 
would be strange in itself, and seems to be disproved by the sen- 
tence in C,, 1146b 33-5, dolce rd exovra pay pi) Oewpodyra 3% & 
py def mpdrrew rod éxovta kal Oewpodvra: rotro yap doxet dewdv GAN 
ovx el 2) OewpGv, and the inference in D,, card re 8% rovrovs d:0loee 
Tous Tpdnovs aunxavoy Scov dore doxety ofrw pev eldévar unOev Gronovr, 
édAws 82 Oavpacrdy: for these mean that the distinctions made remove 
the apparent paradox (compare dewdy, drowov, Oavpacrdy) that the 
axpatys acts against his knowledge: for this is ¢Ae paradox which 
is before the writer, as is evident both from A and B,. 

The principles then laid down in C, and D, are intended for appli- 
cation to the case of the dxparyjs: If the text of D, is complete, this 
would be implied obviously enough: but it seems not impossible that 
the text of D, is incomplete (see paragraph 69) and should be sup- 
plemented by §§ 13, 14; in that case the latter passage makes the 
application in express terms (69 fin.). 

32. At the beginning of D,, § 9, 1147 a 24, gvoixds seems to have 
the meaning discussed by Waitz, Org. vol. ii. p. 354, and is equivalent 
to dvaAutixés as opposed to Aoytxds: because in C, a general account 
(AoyixGs) is given of dormant or potential knowledge in the dxparyjs 
and others (6 xadevdwr, &c.), while in D, the attendant circum- 
stances are more accurately ‘analysed which belong to the essence of 
the particular case considered (dvadutixés, guoixds)—the action of 
the dxparjs. 


PART III. 


OTHER EVIDENCE OF COMPILATION. 


| SECTION I. 
Nic. Era. VII. vii. § 8, and viii. §§ 1, 2, 3. 


33. Up to the seventh chapter, the subjects of the book have 
been put in a regular connection, outwardly at least, by transitional 
passages. 

These are :— 

Ch. ii. § 1, 1145 b 20, ra pev ody Acydueva tabr’ éorly’ amopycete 
8’ dy tis, x.7.A., Which connects chs. i. and ii. 

Ch. 1. § 12, 1146 b 6, af ev ody amoplat rovadral rwes cvpBaivovow, 
tovTwy 5%... . mpOTov pey ody, K.T.., Which connects chs. ii. and iii. 

Ch, iv. § 1,1147b 17, wept yey ody rod ciddra... . rocaira elpyobe, 
motepoy 5€, x.7.A., Which connects chs. iii. and iv. 

(Ch. v. succeeds ch. iv. without such definite juncture, but still 
without abruptness), 

Ch. v. § 9, 1148 a 21, 8ru prev ody dxpacla ... Ore 3 kal... K.T.A., 
which connects ch. v., the first account of unnatural vices, with the 
discussion of dxpaola Ovyod in ch. vi. 

Ch. vi. § 5, 1149 b 23, ds pev rolvur aloxloy ... . adrdy dé rovror, 
k.T.X., Which connects ch. vi. §§ 1-4 with the second account of un- 
natural vice. 

There is no summing up at the end of ch. vi., yet ch. vil. is in- 
troduced sufficiently by its opening words. 

But at the beginning of ch. vii. § 8 this systematic method is 
interrupted, perhaps because the materials are now more fragmentary. 

After padaxla (vii. I-7) a return is made to dxpacla, and a classi- 
fication of it into two kinds begun abruptly without any transition, 
1150 b 19. This again is succeeded with equal abruptness in ch. viii. 
§ 1, 1150 b 29, by a new subject, a difference between dxoAacla and 
&xpaola, which is used to solve a former dzopla. 
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34. In ch. vii, 1150 b 29 seqq., there is a certain unity of interest, 
the discrimination of dxpacla from dxodacla, which is common to 
§§ 1, 3, 4 and 5, and for this reason they may have been put together : 
there is however no announcement of subject ; the five sections of the 
chapter have, with the exception perhaps of the first and third, no 
real organic connection, and can scarcely have been intended ori- 
ginally to stand in their present relation. 

The object of § 1 is to point out the fundamental difference of the 
axparns and dxéAaoros—‘the former feels remorse and is therefore 
curable, the latter does not and is incurable; generally (SAws) they 
are different in kind, the dxparjs knows that his conduct is wrong, 
the dxéAacros does not.’ § 3 continues this line of thought and adds 
to the difference between the two certain points of likeness; § 2 breaks 
the continuity of this context, for whereas the subject is the dis- 
tinction between dxoAagla and dxpacla it goes off quite irrelevantly 
to a difference between the two kinds of dxpacla which have been 
described in the last section of the preceding chapter (vii. 8). 

The words airév 8% rovrwy, at the beginning of § 2, ought to 
refer to the characters dxparjs and dxdéAaoros, which are the subject 
throughout § 1, since no transition has been made from them to the 
dxparets, but, as already said, they obviously refer to the latter alone. 

It seems impossible then that § 2 can be in its original context. 
See also paragraphs 19-21 and 54. 

The statement in § 1 that the dxparyjs is curable (ards) and the 
axdAaoros not, may have suggested to the compiler to put near to it 
the passage (§ 2) on a similar difference between the two kinds of 
dxpacta. It is true that the distinguishing word in the latter case is 
‘better’ (SeAr(ovs), not ‘more curable,’ but in the duplicate of § 2 
(see Table V.) etiarorépa is actually found and—if it be not passing 
al] reasonable limits of conjecture—this word may have originally 
suggested connecting the duplicates at all with this place, while the 
compiler may have selected vii. 2 rather than x. 4, because he thought 
the latter from the nature of the additions in it would interrupt the 
context too seriously. He may then have put the one chosen where it 
is, 1151 a 1, because this is the nearest place to the remark on the 
curability of the dxparijs where it could be inserted: and the word 
dxpacta (7 8& dxpacla ob AavOdve.) may have seemed to give the 
requisite meaning to aidréy 8& rodrwy. Perhaps the last words are his 
own erroneous attempt to alter or restore the beginning of § 2 so as 
to fit the place. The phrase has occurred already 1149 b 25, and in 
Eud. Eth. TIT. iv. 5. 
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SECTION II. 
Nic. Ern. VII. vii. §§ 2 and 5. 


35. There is evidence that viii. 2 and viii. 5 were not intended for 
the same context. 

In § 2:— 

(i) éxorarixol does not refer to the whole of dxpacla but to the cha- 
racteristic of the particular species described as mpomére:a in vi. 8, and 
is applied to persons of passionate or vehement temperament. 

(ii) So also of rdv Adyov Exovres pi) eupévovres dé are not axparets in 
general, but the particular species doeveis of vil. 8. 

(iii) Thus then the terms éxorarixol and i) eupévovres, x.7.A. are 
opposed, as denoting different species of the same genus. 

In § 5 (see Table VI) these distinctions are not recognised: on the 
contrary, the passages, 1151 a 26, 6 éupeverixds kat ovK éxoratixos bid 
ye 70 7é00s of the éyxparjs, and 1151 a 20, éom dé ris 81a mdOos 
éxorarixos Tapa Tov dpbov Adyov, shew :-— 

(i) That éxorarixds is used to characterize all dxpacla as such, not 
a particular species of it; and merely=‘ not abiding by one’s rational 
conviction.’ 

(ii) That pa eupeverexds (=6 rov Adyov Exwv pa) éupévwy dé) also 
characterizes all dxpacfa and not a species. 

(iii) That the terms éxovarixol and i) €upevertxol are identical and 
not opposed to one another. 

Such contrary usages can hardly have been intended by an author 
to stand in the same treatise, much less in the same chapter. 

The relation of éxorarixds to éupeverixds and pn eupeverexds in § 5 
is the same as that found in the rest of the book (except of course § 2 
of this chapter): see i.6 (1145 b 10-11), un. 7 (1146 a 16-18), ix. 1 
(1151 b 3-4). Compare also for i) éupévery as attribute of all dxpacta, 
ix. I (1151 a 30-31, 35), ix. 5 (1151 b 25-26), ix. 4 (1151 b 17 seqq.), 
x. 4 (1152a 26), and vii. 1 (1150b 30), where the same seems im- 
plied. In the following yi éupévovres and kindred expressions are 
applied to a particular species of dxpaola, but not opposed to éxorarikol, 
vii. 8 (1150 b 20), x. 3 (1152 a 18), x. 4 (1152 a 29), the duplicate of 
vill, 2. 7 | 

For a more dubious resolution of the text, see paragraphs 72-75. 
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SECTION MII. 
Nic. Eru. VII. x. 3. 


36. The passage ix. 6,-x. 2, 1151 b 32-1152 a 14, is to a certain 
extent a whole, because three opinions, mentioned in the list of ch. i. 
§ 6, 1145 b 8 seqq., are examined: (1) that the cddpwyr is éyxparis ; 
(2) that dkparjs and dxdAaoros are interchangeable oo (3) that the 
the dpdviyszos may be dxparis. 

(a) In the next Paaee, § 3, 1152 a 14 seqq., the interest passes 
abruptly to the dxparjs alone.—‘ The dxparjs has not fully conscious 
knowledge. Though his act is voluntary—for he knows its nature in 
a way—yet he is not completely wicked, his deliberate conviction is in 
favour of the good. Nor is he completely unjust (though his conduct 
may be injurious), for he does not act with malice aforethought. He 
has good inclinations but does not follow them, like a city which has 
good laws and does not obey them.’ The drift of this is clearly 
not continuous with the previous discussion of the three opinions in 
general, nor with the last part of it (q.v.) as to whether the dpdvipor or 
decvol can be dxparets, yet it is introduced in such a manner as to 
presuppose continuity—ovtde 37) as 6 eldas kal Oewpav. 

(8) Again, these words, with which is usually understood apdrre 6 
dxparys, or the like, imply a close grammatical connection with the 
preceding sentence, that 6 dxparjs is the principal subject, and that 
the principal verb or verbal expression is akin to apdrre.. But the 
sentence rov d5@ dewov.... mpoalpeoiv, 1152 a 10-14, does not satisfy 
this condition and has no connection with ovdé 57 as 6 eldas al OewpGv. 
It might be objected that this clause refers to 1152 a 8, ér od ro 
eldévar pdvov dpdviysos GNAG Kal re mpaxtikds' 6 3° dxparhs od mpak- 
tikds: In that case rov 8 dewov . .. mpoalpeow must be in a paren- 
thesis, which seems too harsh to be possible; besides, the words ovde 
57 should, after so long an interruption, be parallel to ér: ov, so that 
6 dpdvipos should be the subject meant by 6 eldés, which is of course 
impossible; and the former objection (a) holds of what follows, 

From the foregoing, and from what has been said of § 4 (paragr. 
19-21), 1t seems probable that the end of the book is made of pieces 
not belonging to each other. From its subject, § 3 may have followed 
a comparison of the dxparns and the dxdéAaoros, such as that in ix. 7, 
1152 a 4; if this did precede § 3, perhaps the begmning of § 3. is 
imperfect. 


PART IV. 


ON THE ORDER AND AUTHORSHIP OF THE 
PARALLEL VERSIONS. 


SECTION I. 
Nic. Ern. VII. iv. (Tape IT.) 


37. The style of the two versions in the chapter differs in a marked 
manner. 

The first column (B, C, D,) reads smoothly and saiily: aa seems 
as worthy of Aristotle as anything that is ascribed to him. The 
structure of the whole passage is perspicuous, and the divisions of the 
thought are distinguished by appropriate particles, In § 2, 1147 b 
23 seqq., the clause beginning with ézel (=‘ whereas ’) is answered by 
the whole clause dvayxaia péy .... dyaddy Kat nd€mv: this latter is 
divided into two clauses, distinguished by péy and S€, dvayxaia pev 
Ta owparika ... Ta Sé€ dvayxata pev ov, aiperda 5¢ x.r.A. The rods 
peév, referring to the dxpareis xara mpdobeow, at the beginning of C,, is 
answered by rots 8¢, referring to the dxpareis dmA@s, at the beginning 
of D,. 

On the other hand, the second column (B, C, D,) is obscurely and 
awkwardly expressed in every part. In B, the meaning is perplexed 
by the insertion of the parenthesis réy yap jddwy .... mpdrepor, 
containing the classification of pleasures, which should rather have 
been put in a principal clause, as in B,. The result is a sort of 
anacoluthon 1, for through the intervention of #5¢a in the parenthesis, 
Xpyvara vixn and ryn appear as examples of jdoval and émibuplat. 

C, and D, (§§ 5, 6, 5:6 Scot wey . ... Képdous gapyev, 1148 a 28— 
1148 b 14) are well known for their puzzling syntax: even in good 
editions the main apodosis is =~ wrongly. It is worthy of remark 


1 Punctuations different to that given in Table II only change the place of this 
anacoluthon, and make the sentence much harsher. 
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that it seems possible to find a way through these difficulties! by 
an inspection of the perfect structure of the parallel passages C, and 
D,. Thus the clause poyOnpla pev ody ovdeuta x.7.A. in C, is in the same 
grammatical position as 4wAGs yey od Aéyopev dxpareis in C,, and ean- 
not therefore be the apodosis (or indeed an apodosis at all) to 8:4 Saou 
pey x.t.A. the main protasis; but is on the contrary subordinate to it, 
just as amAGs pev od A€yowey x«.t.A. in C, is subordinate to the main 
protasis rovs pev otv mpds tadra’ «.7.A. (1147 b 31): for the same reason 
pox Onpla pev ody does not resume the construction 816 doo. pey x.t.r. 
Again, as dmAGs pey ob Adyopev axparets (C,) is answered by mpoom- 
Oévres 82 rd xpnudtov K7T.A. .... Kal Kal’ uoidtnTa, so In C, poy Onpla 
ev oy ovdeula..... duolws 5€ ode axpacta x.r.A. has for apodosis 
dv duoudrnta 5 rod md0ovs mpocemriévtes x.7.A. (comp. 1149 a 16}: 
dpolws 5¢ odd? dxpacla is a part of the protasis, and @adAar 82 «.7.A. is 
a qualification of the clause of the protasis which has preceded it. 

In C,, 51d Soou ev «.7.A. is parallel to rots wey oty mpds Tadra K.T.A. 
at the beginning of C,: the apodosis of the latter is at the beginning 
of D,, rév 52 wept ras «x.7.A. This shews that the apodosis in thought 
to the former is in D,, and that there is no grammatical apodosis at 
all, the construction being quite changed at the words dozep ody odd’ 
evradda at the beginning of D,. 

Beside this anacoluthon there is in C, another. Ard Sco pev K.T.A. 
should have been followed by poxOnpot pev otk ecict,...,. duolws 8 
ovde axpareis instead of poxOnpla pev ody oddeula..... dpolws 8 ovde 
dxpacla, but the construction is lost through the digression beginning 
at xai yap ratra Tév dyadev. 

In D, the style is awkwardly brief; the sentence domep oty od’ 
évratda .... dxodaclg, requires a good deal of filling up to make it 
grammatically coherent: this may be done in some such way as the 
following; domep ody ovd évraiOa, 1a rd pH Kaxlay elvar éxdorny 
aiT@y, AAG TOP avddoyov [elvat] suolav, [ody ATAGs A€yover Kaxods], 
oftw dfAdov Stu Kdxet [od Aexréov GmAGs dxpaclay, add’) SodnTréoy 
povny axpaclay cat éyxpdrevay etvas iris K.T.A. 

The monotonous use of the genitive plural of the adjective, with 
classifying force, instead of an inflexion agreeing with the noun, 
sometimes needlessly, should be noticed :—ai pév clot TQ yéver Kadov 
kal onovdalwy, 1148 a 23 :—didkover Toy dioer tL KadGy Kai ayaddr, 
1148 a 29:—gvoe. roy aiperdy Exacrdy éore b0 atrd, 1148 b 3 :— yap 


? For a statement of them see e.g. Rassow (Forsch., p. 130-1), whose solution is 
different. 
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dxpacla ov pdvoy ghevxtoy GAG Kai Tov Wexrdv, 1148 b 5:—xai yap 
tatra tov ayabGy, 1148 a 31. 

38. ‘ Eudemianisms, or rather what might be claimed as such by 
those who advocate the Eudemian origin of this book, seem only to be 
found in the second column and not in the first. 

(a) For instance: instead of the phrase aipera xa@’ aird, in stig first 
version, the second version gives @u¥cet aiperd, Pioet alpera d0 adra, 
pices Kadd cat dyabd,which may be compared with Eudemian Ethics, 
Book VIII, 1248 b 16—1249 b 3, where dya0& dioec occurs six times 
with the same meaning as dyaa gvoe and aipera pice: here, and 
with the examples ry and zAodros among others (1248 b 28), 

(8) In the second version these 75€a are said also to be dice: xara 
kat a&yadd, and the jdoval, ro yéves kaXov cal omovdalwy. Such an 
addition of xadds to dyaOcs is characteristic of some parts at least of 
the Eudemian Ethics: the author of which prefers to call the ideal 
man xaddos xal dyads, and his excellence xadroxayaOla. In the pas- 
sage from the Eudemian Ethics just referred to (1248 b 16—1249 b 3) 
the association of xaddés with dyaéds 1s made throughout. On the 
other hand, the ¢ice dyad are asserted in that passage not to be 
kadd in the ordinary case:. but yet as the author says that to the 
ideal man, xar@ kal aya, the dice: ayadd are also xadd, this is 
compatible with the expression here, ro yévet xadév kat onovdalwr: 
for the alternative, @voet kaka Kai dyada, shews that ro yéver kardGv 
(éama.) is equivalent in sense to gvoe. add, which means not absolutely 
xadd, but xadd in the normal and right use, just as dice: dyadd in 
this and some other places means not absolutely good, but good under 
normal circumstances. 

(y) The second version adds to the example of the higher class of 
pleasant objects given in the first, v/kn, rysn, and mAocdros, two new ones, 
réxva and yovets: there is a similar addition in Eudemian Ethics, 
1249 a 10, for edyévera is given along with wAodros and rin as an 
example of dices dyad. Compare however the examples of éxrds 
ayadd in Nic. Eth. I. viii, 16, edyévesa, edrexvia. 

(3) The addition of illustrations, Niobe, Satyrus, xaxds latpés, 
Kaxos UmoxpiTys, 18 quite in the manner of the Eudemian Ethics: in 
that work there is a fondness for adding to the Aristotelian examples, 
and sometimes short allusions in the Nicomachean Ethics are expanded 
into anecdotes. 

(c) The style of the Eudemian Ethics is not unfrequently perplexed. 
The awkward use of parenthesis in B, (1148 a 23, seqq.) may be 
compared with Eud. Eth. II, ix init., 1225 b 1—5: and the brevity 
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already noted in D, (see par. 30 fin.) and B, is akin to that of 
‘Eudemus,’ for the expression does not get from it vigour and point, 
but rather needless obscurity. 

39 (a). In the other version—the first column—there seems to be 
nothing either in matter or style which could be claimed as Eudemian ; 
except the use of éze/, 1147 b 23, not as illative but meaning simply 
‘whereas.’ This however may be Aristotelian: it seems to be found in - 
the Politics, see 1259 a 37; 1279 a 25; 13829 a 30; 1331 b 26; 1322 
b 7: the following too may be compared, though perhaps there is 
some trace of illative force in them, 1253 b 1; 1325 b 33; 1329 a 2. 
Of these, two shew a construction exactly parallel to the present 
passage (B,, 1147 b 23)!; 1259 a 37 émet 82 rpla pépyn .... Hv, dv wey 

ey 5¢....Tplrov 5...3; 1279 a 25 eel 82.... Stay pev.. 
ras 5¢..-; and so perhaps 1331 b 26 if the apodosis begins at rodrow 
de, €mel 8¢ bu éorilvy..... rovrow 8 éotiv év pey.... ey dé. 

This meaning of éwef does not seem to occur in Nic. Eth. I-IV, 
VIII-X; but as the Politics, or at least a considerable part of them, 
are probably later than these books, that only suggests that the first ' 
version of ch, iv, bk. VII, may be later too: and there is independent 
evidence that whatever Aristotle may have written on dxpacla here is 
most probably later than the above named Nicomachean books, for they 
seem to ignore the existence of the discussion of dxpaofa in bk, VIT 
altogether”. But see also paragr. 93. 

(8) Fritzsche has noticed that the words dAéa and oxos are to 
be found again in Eud. Eth. 1229b 5, but not elsewhere in the 
Nicomachean books. They occur however in a different context, and 
their usage here disagrees as much with the Eudemian as the Nico- 
machean Ethics. 

According to Nic. Eth, III. x. xi. the cddpwy and axddacrTos have to 
do with pleasures and pains, but the pains are only those of unsatisfied 
desire for pleasure. 

Compare Nie. Eth. IIT. xi. 5, 6, 1118 b 28-1119 a 5 :— 

Ilept d€ ras 
Avmas ovy wotep el rhs dvdpelas TO trouévew €yerat 
addpwv dxddractos 8 TO pH, GAN’ 6-pey axdAdacros Te 
huretoGar paddov HR Set, Ste tov WSdwy oF tuyydver 
(kat thy Umm 82 moet adro 4 Sor), 6 5& cdppwv tO 

1 See the beginning of paragraph 37. 

2 The solitary instance which might be alleged to the contrary is at the end of bk. IV, 
obe Zaore 3 obd° 4 eyxpareca Gperh, GAAG Tis puxTh’ BexOhoera: % wept abrijs év Trois borepor : 


but nothing is said of the subject in connection with caxppocivn. See also paragraph 
57a(4) and note, and paragraph 92, near the end. 
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dxpacla ov pdvoy gevxtoy GAAG Kal Tov Wexrdv, 1148 b 5 :—xal yap 
raira Tév ayabey, 1148 a 31. 

38. ‘ Eudemianisms,’ or rather what might be claimed as such by 
those who advocate the Eudemian origin of this book, seem only to be 
found in the second column and not in the first. 

(a) For instance ; instead of the phrase afpera xa@’ aird in the first 
version, the second version gives @uces aiperd, P¥cet aipeta 50 ata, 
pvoet kad& kal dyabd,which may be compared with Eudemian Ethics, 
Book VIII, 1248 b 16—1249 b 3, where dyada dioec occurs six times 
with the same meaning as dya0a gice and aipera dice: here, and 
with the examples ry and wAodros among others (1248 b 28), 

(8) In the second version these 75¢a are said also to be dice: Kara 
cat ayadd, and the 7jdoval, ro yéver kad ov Kat onovdalwy. Such an 
addition of xadds to dyafés is characteristic of some parts at least of 
the Eudemian Ethics: the author of which prefers to call the ideal 
man xadds kat dyads, and his excellence xadoxaya0la. In the pas- 
sage from the Eudemian Ethics just referred to (1248 b 16—1249 b 3) 
the association of xaddés with dyaéds is made throughout. On the 
other hand, the gvoe dyad are asserted in that passage not to be 
kad in the ordinary case:. but yet as the author says that to the 
ideal man, xad@ xal dyad, the ¢voe ayabd are also xaAd, this is 
compatible with the expression here, ro yéveu caddy kal onovdalwy: 
for the alternative, @voe. add nat dyad, shews that ra yéver xadGv 
(éma.) is equivalent in sense to pve xadd, which means not absolutely 
xadd, but xadd in the normal and right use, just as dtce. dyad in 
this and some other places means not absolutely good, but good under 
normal circumstances. 

(y) The second version adds to the example of the higher class of 
pleasant objects given in the first, v/kn, rysn, and mAodros, two new ones, 
réxva and yoveis: there is a similar addition in Eudemian Ethics, 
1249 a 10, for ebyévera is given along with wAodros and ry) as an 
example of dice dyad. Compare however the examples of éxzds 
dya6d in Nic. Eth. I. viii. 16, edyévera, edrexvia. 

(3) The addition of illustrations, Niobe, Satyrus, xaxds larpds, 
Kaxos troxpirys, 18 quite in the manner of the Eudemian Ethics: in 
that work there 1s a fondness for adding to the Aristotelian examples, 
and sometimes short allusions in the Nicomachean Ethics are expanded 
into anecdotes. 

(c) The style of the Eudemian Ethics is not unfrequently perplexed. 
The awkward use of parenthesis in B, (1148 a 23, seqq.) may be 
eompared with Eud. Eth. II, ix init., 1225 b 1—5: and the brevity 
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already noted in D, (see par. 30 fin.) and B, is akin to that of 
‘Eudemus,’ for the expression does not get from it vigour and point, 
but rather needless obscurity. 

39 (a). In the other version—the first column—there seems to be 
nothing either in matter or style which could be claimed as Eudemian ; 
except the use of éel, 1147 b 23, not as illative but meaning simply 
‘whereas.’ This however may be Aristotelian: it seems to be found in - 
the Politics, see 1259 a 37; 1279 a 25; 1329 a 30; 1331 b 26; 1322 
b 7: the following too may be compared, though perhaps there is 
some trace of illative force in them, 1253 b1; 1325 b 33; 1829 a 2. 
Of these, two shew a construction exactly parallel to the present 
passage (B,, 1147 b 23)1; 1259 a 37 evel 52 rpla pépy.... Fv, dv pev 

. ey 82.... tplrov 8&...3 1279 0 25 ened B8.... Stray wey... 
vas 6¢. ..; and so perhaps 1331 b 26 if the apodosis begins at rovrow 
de, €mel 52 bu eorTly..... rovrow 8 éotiv éy pey.... ev dé. 

This meaning of ézel does.not seem to occur in Nic. Eth. I-IV, 
VIII-X; but as the Politics, or at least a considerable part of them, 
are probably later than these books, that only suggests that the first ° 
version of ch. iv, bk. VII, may be later too: and there is independent 
evidence that whatever Aristotle may have written on dxpacta here is 
most probably later than the above named Nicomachean books, for they 
seem to ignore the existence of the discussion of dxpacta in bk. VII 
altogether*. But see also paragr. 93. 

(8) Fritzsche has noticed that the words ddéa and yiyos are to 
be found again in Eud. Eth. 1229b 5, but not elsewhere in the 
Nicomachean books. They occur however in a different context, and 
their usage here disagrees as much with the Eudemian as the Nico- 
machean Ethics. 

According to Nic. Eth, III. x. xi. the oddpwv and dxddacrtos have to 
do with pleasures and pains, but the pains are only those of unsatisfied 
desire for pleasure. 

Compare Nic. Eth. IIT. xi. 5, 6, 1118 b 28-1119 a 5 :-— 

Ilept d€ ras 
AUmas otx Sowep emt rhs avdpelas To tropévery A€yerat 
oddpwv dxddactos 58 To ph, GAN’ 6 pev axdAdacTos Te 
humetoGar paddov H Set, Sri trav FSdwy o8 tuyydve 
(xat thy Aum Be woret adra F HSorh), 6 58 cadpwv TH 

1 See the beginning of paragraph 37. 

2 The solitary instance which might be alleged to the contrary is at the end of bk. IV, 
ote Zore 3 obd' 4 eyxpdresa dperh, GAG Tis puxTh’ Sey Ohoerar 8% wept abris év rois Dorepor : 


but nothing is said of the subject in connection with cappocivn. See also paragraph 
57a(4) and note, and paragraph 92, near the end. 
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ph AumeicOar ty drovcia xal TO dméxerOar rou Hddos. 
6 pev oty axddaorTos émOuyet trav Hnddwy mdvTov 7 
TOv pddwota, Kal dyeras td ths émiOvplas dote avrl tév 
d\Awy tadl’ alpeicOar’ 810 Kat dumetrat xal daotuyxd- 
voy Kal @mOupdv’ pera AdTMs ydp 4 emOupia’ arémw 
BS douxe 1d Se HSorvhv AutretoGar. 


But this chapter (iv of bk. VII) gives as examples of pains within 
the sphere of cw¢pootvn and axoAacla (compare 1148a 5-9 with 
1148415), wetva, dhpa, ddréa, and yixos. The last two! of these 
are obviously excluded by the definition of bk. III: they are not 
pains caused merely by the desire for pleasure; it cannot be said 
of them, riyv Avayny Toret H Hdov7. 

Two other passages in Nic, Eth. III, show how rich stress the 
author laid on the exclusion of all pains originating independently 
of imagined pleasure. Ch. x, § 1, 1117 b 24-27 :-— 


"Ore pep 
a , 4 € N € 4 Cc a 
oty peoorns éotl wept ndovas 7 owdpooryn, elpnrat piv’ 
qTTov yap Kal ovx dpolws éort wept tas dAvmas* év Tots 
avtois 5¢ xal 7 dxodkacla dalverat. 


i.e. it is primarily of pleasure, and only secondarily of pain, so far 
as pain may be ‘ caused by pleasure.’ 
Ch, xu, §§ 1, 2, 1119 a 21-25 s+ 


“Exovol 5% padAov éouxey 7 dxodacla tis dSeAlas. 
H pev ydp Sv fori, 4 Se Sa AUmyy, Ov TO pey alperdr, 
TO S& evatdy. kal 7 pev Adan eElaornor cal POelper Thy 
Tod éxovros diow, 7» 5é ndovyn oddey ToLodToy motel, aAAOV 
8 éxovotov’ 816 Kal émoverdtordrepor. 

If the account of owdpootyn in the Eudemian Ethics (III, ii), 
which answers to the above part of Nic. Eth. III, showed the same 
deviation from the Nicomachean. version as bk. VII, eh. iv, there 
would be some ground perhaps for referring the last to the author of 
Eud. Eth, II. But, on the contrary, the Eudemian account (II, ii), 
follows the Nicomachean (III, x, xi), in mentioning ‘no other pain as 
object of cwppoctvn and dxodacla save that of unsatisfied desire for 
pleasure: compare Eud. Eth. 1231 a 30-32 :— 


1 The same is true really, though it does not concern the present argument, of the first 
-two if caused by a physical want (where pain is the first thing in consciousness), and not 


merely by imagining the pleasures of eating and drinking (where imagined pleasure is the 
first thing in consciousness). 
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Kat ovk eloty ob8@ A€yovra: dxéda- 
oTos ov yap tmepBadAover TO xalpew pGAdov 7 Set Tvy- 
Xavovres xal ApmeicOa, pardrov 7 Set py Tvyxdvovtes. 


The pains of dda: and yiyx7n are referred to (Eud. Eth. 1229 b 5) in 
the chapter on dvdpela, and not in any connection with owdpootvn and 
axoAaola, but associated with the objects of dvdpela and deAfa. Eud. 
Eth. 1229b 1-10 :— 


Awd kai odddpa ries dvres padaxol wept Evia dyvdpeiol 
elot, xat ~vioe oxAnpot Kat xaprepixot cad derdrol. Kal dF 
doxet oxeddy Troy ris avipelas etvat rd Tept rov Odvaroy 
Kal Thy TovTov Adany exew TGs’ el yap Tis ely ToLodros olos 
apos dAéas kal yiyn xal tas roratras Avmas stropeve- 
Tuds, @s 6 Adyos, axwwdvvovs otoas, mpds 5& Tov Odvarov 
Kal padaxds xal weplpoBos .... éxeivos pey dy elvar dd€ece 
SewAds, K.T.A. ' 


Compare also 1229b 19, where Oepud and wWeypd are mentioned in a 
context about goBepd. 

The passage last quoted (1229b 1-10) ranks xaprepla and padaxla . 
with dvdpefa and deAla: so in Nie. Eth. III. vii. 13, padraxla appears 


as a sort of deAfa, 1116 a 12-14 -— 
Té & amodvnoxey 


ghevyovta mevlay 7) épwra 7 Te Avmnpov od« dvdpelov, GAAG 
PaGAAopy deAod" padaxla yap tO pedyew ra énlmova, x.T.A.? 


but neither the earlier Eudémian, nor the earlier Nicomachean ac- 
counts of cwppootvy and dxoAacla (Eud. Eth. II, Nic. Eth. III), 
connect padaxla and xaprepla with them. 


40. In subject matter the second version, as already seen, expands 
the main statements of the first. The additions in B, and C, seem 
a true advance: for example, the sentence mpés dapra dé Kal ra ro.adra 

. tepBddAew, commented on above in paragraph 8 a, is a valuable 
change of the éxovra inepBorjv of the first version, being an attempt 
to formulate more precisely the relation of the pleasures spoken of to 
morality. 

So also the introduction in B, of the third elass, ra évayrla rotvrwr, 
may be the result of an advanced view of the objects of unnatural 
indulgence as not being all cwparicd, and therefore not all included 
in the twofold division into gvce: afperd and cwyarixd. The new 
matter in C, seems the result of afterthought, and the remark on 
poxOnpla (see paragraph 8 8. fin.) would hardly have been left out 
in rewriting. 
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Of two versions of the same subject, the more advanced may be by 
the same author as the other, and written when his mind has de- 
veloped further: but, among other alternatives, it is possible also that 
the advance may be the work of another and even inferior writer, 
representing merely the general progress of philosophy since the first 
author, or the advantage which the second author had in having the 
works of the first before him. The latter hypothesis will be the more 
probable, if, while the advance is such as might be made by an 
inferior thinker under the conditions aforesaid, there are found real 
traces of inferior philosophic ability in the second version. And 
the inference will be much strengthened if there is a considerable 
falling off in style. 

By such an argument it may be proved that the Eudemian Ethics 
are not by the author of the Nicomachean. The former treatise 
shews an advance especially in the consciousness of problems which 
the latter does not raise, and cannot answer adequately, as for instance 
in the account of the Voluntary. But there is clear evidence that the 
- author of the Eudemian Ethics has a far less powerful mind than the 
author of the Nicomachean, who could not, humanly speaking, have 
made such mistakes as the so-called ‘Eudemus.’ Nor can this be 
explained away by making the Eudemian Ethics an earlier work by 
the author of the Nicomachean, for the advance in the Eudemian could 
not have been retraced by the same author. 

41, In the case of the second of the two versions now under 
discussion, though the improvement is such as would in all probability 
not be retraced by the same author if once made, it is not too great to 
be due to the less able philosopher reflecting on the work of the abler. 
And on the other hand there do seem to be marks of less ability. 

B, begins with a division of objects causing pleasure (o.odyra 
sborv), B, with a division of pleasures (jdoval) and appetites (ém- 
Ovy.lat). The object of B, also is to classify pleasures, but the author 
uses advisedly the words zovotvra ndovnv instead of jdoval, because 
the classification is primarily of objects causing pleasure, as the 
examples, riu7, vixn &c., shew, and only through these of the pleasures 
themselves. 

The writer of B, does not seem to appreciate the reason for this 
refinement, and taking instead the perhaps more natural formula, 
nooval cal émOvplat, involves himself in the inaccuracy—helped out 
as before said (paragraph 30) by the parenthesis—of giving 7d¢a 
and émiOuunrd, vixn, ryun, &c., as instances of Adoval and érOvplar; 
which of course is avoided in B,. 
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_ In C, the fact of the greater guilt in true dxpacla is clearly 
expressed in the sentence 7 pév yap dxpacla wWéyerat, ovx as dpaprtla 
povoy @\AG Kal @s xaxia tis; the corresponding phrase in C,, 4 yap 
dxpacta ov pdvov devxrov GAAG kal Ty Wextdv early, is much weaker, 
and gets the author into a confusion, for here he makes wéyeo@a the 
differentia of the dxparjs aaAGs from the dxparis xara mpdcbeow, 
whereas above (B,, 1148 a 27-28) the term WéyeoOar is used of the 
error of both. 

The substitution of dice: aiperd for alperad xa&?’ atrd, betrays 

perhaps some inexactness of thinking. In B, from the class of things 
pleasant (j5¢éa) called vce: aiperd are excluded not only the objects, 
of unnatural appetite, described in the next chapter—here the évayria 
tév pboe. aiperdv—but also the cwparixd. In chapters v and vi dvars 
is applied in a different way to pleasure, so that vce. jdéa (comp. 
eh. vi, @voixal jdoval) include the cwparixd, as the context shews. 
This to say the least tends to confuse, and should have been avoided ; for 
the pleasant object which in ch. v is od dice: 75d is the same as the © 
pleasant object which is od give: alperdy (in the full sense) in ch. iv, 
while their opposites, dice. 730 and dice: aiperdy, are not the same. 
. It may be abjected that the author of the second version in 
ch. iv may not have written the account of the natural and un- 
natural pleasures, yet this is the less likely because there seem to be 
three versions of that account, and the words évayrla rovrwy seem to 
be suggested by it. 

42, The differences then in the subject matter seem to favour the 
supposition that the two versions are not by the same author. Taken 
by itself perhaps the argument is not satisfactory, for though like 
that by which the diverse authorship of the Eudemian and Nicoma- 
chean Ethics may be proved, the evidence is by no means so decisive. 
It receives however important corroboration from the differences in 
style which have been pointed out in paragraphs 37, 38, and it may 
not be too much to say that the facts taken altogether point in the 
direction of diversity rather than of unity in the authorship. 


SECTION II. 


Nic. Eru. VII. vii. §§ 4,5. (Taste VI.) 


43. Of the two parallel versions A, and A,, A, seems to be the 
later. 
(a) In A, it is said of the dxparns that because he has not lost 
the moral dpy7 he is BeAtlwy rod dxoAdorov; in A,, that because he 
D % 
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has not lost this dpy7 he is ejyerdmecoros, which the dxdéAacros is not. 
The latter version is an advance, so far as it shews more precisely where 
the superiority of the dxparjs lies—‘ he is more open to persuasion.’ 

So also the phrase xaé’ trepBoAny is an advance of the same kind 
on the vaguer dvédnv of A, (idxew dvédnv, 1151 a 23). 

. (8) In A, the fact of the preservation of the dpy7 by the dxparjs is 
shortly stated in the words od(erat yap 76 BéATicToy 7 dpxy; the same 
thing is given A,, but the author adds an account of its reason, based 
apparently upon what is said in Nic. Eth. VI. v. 6, about the relation of 
the dpy7 to xaxla and dperj. This looks like an attempt to improve. 

44, There seems to be some evidence that A, is by an inferior 
thinker ; at least there are confusions in it from which A, is free. 

The author of A, in trying to explain how the dpy7 is preserved in 
the dxparjs gets into serious difficulties, The sentence, éxeivos (i.e. 
6 dxparns) wey oy evbperdmecotos 6 8’ ob 4 yap dperi Kal 7 poxOnpla Thy 
dpynv 7H pev POelper 7 8@ cooler implies that the dxparjs has dper7. 
This way of speaking is contrary to Aristotelian usage, to that in 
Nic. Eth. VI. v. 6, and to that in other parts of bk. VII (comp. 
e.g. VII. i. 4); in fact, while in this book pox@npla is often identified 
with dxoAacla, as here, its opposite, dpery, is identified with cwppoovrn. 
The writer does not seem sufficiently conscious of the inaccuracy to 
avoid it by some modification of the term dper7. He rather loses sight 
of it in a comparison of the dpyai in morals to those of mathematics (see 
paragraph 46 8), in the circumstance, more especially, that neither kind 
is given by Adyos; and though this leads him to say that in morals 
the dpy7 is due to dper7, either g@voixy or @O.07T7, he makes no use 
of the latter distinction to qualify the ascription of dpern to the 
dxparns. It could be objected that this may have been done in a 
lost continuation of A,, but the thought does not seem to be going in 
that direction: see also below, paragraph 46 (y). 

To attribute dpfod0kety wept rv dpynv to voix dpern looks like 
another confusion, for this is quite against the tenor of the doctrine 
about gvoixy dpern, which is given in Eth. VI. xiii. There it is 
distinctly said that gvovxy dpery does not belong to the do0facrixdy 
but to the 70cxdy in the soul (VI. xiii. 2): from this point of view it 
would be inaccurate to speak of dp80d0 ety as the function of @vowxn 
dpery, nor is there anything of the kind to be found in VI. xin. 

- The substitution of the more determinate eijperdmetoros for BeAtlov 
disturbs the context awkwardly. For pu) wemeicOa, of the dxparjs, is 
retained (compare A,, 1151 a 11, with A, 1151] a 23), and mémeora 
said of the dxéAaoros; and whereas vremeioOat means a conviction as 
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to the right moral principle of action, etyerdmeroros for the dxparjs 
does not refer to a change of conviction (as petameroOels does in ii. 11), 
but to a change of will, for his judgment is acm py Sua 7d 
TweTreto Oar Su@Kev, K.T.A. 

45. The foregoing arguments give some ground for supposing that 
A, is the later version and the work of a more confused thinker than 
the writer of A,. If this is so, with the same reasoning as in para- 
graphs 40-1 it may be inferred that A, and A, are by different authors: 
a conclusion doubtless open to dispute as far as the evidence goes 
hitherto given for it, but made somewhat more probable by some of 
the considerations in the next paragraph. 

46. As in ch. iv, so here, what: might be thought ‘ Eudemianisms’ 
are to be found in one version only, viz. in A,. 

(a) The first of these is the use of trodécers: 1151 a, domep év rots 
pabnuarixots at wroécers. According to the Posterior Analytics, the 
term izoéces is to be applied in demonstrative science not to all dpyal, 
but to a particular species of the class of dpyal named Oécets. There 
are places in the writings ascribed to Aristotle where tmd0eous = apy 
in the general sense of a premiss from which a conclusion may be 
drawn : but there do not seem to be instances of jro0écets put specially 
for the ultimate dpyal of mathematical science as such. There is an 
apparent exception in Metaphysics, 1086 a 10, idlas yap xai od paby- 
parkas trodécets A€yovat, but the meaning appears to be simply ‘(though 
dealing with mathematical number) they use principles of their own 
which do not apply to mathematics, instead of mathematical ones,’ and 
tnobécess is really for dpxat in the more general sense (compare in the 
same context, 1086 a 15, atriov 3° dri ai trodes Kat ai dpyal Wevdeis), 
not as the special designation of ultimate principles. of mathematic 
proof; and even if it were, the exception would be accounted for by 
the fact that the author is speaking of a Platonic theory, and 
might well take the Platonic term. Still in Metaphysics, bk. IV. 
ch. i, dédects is employed to distinguish the meaning of dpy7 as 
first principle of knowledge, from its other meanings’, e.g. cause 
of motion and change in general; and, as a similar distinction is 
wanted here, it is not impossible that Aristotle should have written 
as in the text. 

In the Eudemian Ethics troOéoers is the ‘regular word for the first 
principles of demonstration. Compare Eud. Eth. IL xi. 1227 a 8, 
mept yey ovy Tod TéeAoUS ovMels BovdAcveTalt, GAA Todr’ eotiv dp} Kal 


11013 a 14, ért 80ev ywwsrdy 7d mpaypa cere, wal arn apxy) Aéyera: rot mpdryparos, 
oioy raw dnodeifeay al imobéces. 
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wmd0eots, Sovep ev Tats Oewpntixais émcaotnpats brodeoers: Eud. Eth. If. 
xi. 1227 b 28, domep yap rais Oewpnrixais at tmodeces dpxal, otrw 
Kal Tats sowtikats ro TéAos adpyy Kal bndOeots: Eud. Eth. II. vi. 
1222 b 23-28 ... rats dxwyrows apyats olov év tats pwadnuarixais..., 
Thy wnd0eow dvedeiy.... 

In Eud. Eth. VII. ii. 1235 b 30, is found (preceded by AaBetv 
apxiv tyvde 1235 b 25) AaBeiy trdbeow Erépav, equivalent to the 
Aristotelian expression, 4AAnv AaBetv (momocacba) dpxnv (also used 
by Eudemus) which shews a tendency to replace dpxy by imdbects: 
there is however something similar in the De Celo and De Gen. 
Animal., see Bonitz, Index 797 a 8 seqq. But more than this, the author 
of Eud. Eth. II. vi. expressly says that the word dpy7 is only rightly 
used of dpxal xivjoews, and not of speculative first principles, these 
last being called dpyaf by analogy, xaé’ suowdrnra. Compare too the 
fragment of Eudemus, in Simplicius, fol. 3 (Spengel II), where also the 
Aristotelian use of dpx7 is criticised, and the term restricted to. mean 
dpxi) Kuwwjoews (‘efficient cause ’) in distinction from airla (= ‘reason’ 
or ‘ ground’). 

(8) Secondly, the comparison of the of évexa, or principles of action 
in morals, with the first principles of science is a favourite one in the 
Eudemian Ethics: see the passages partly quoted above (1227b 28, 
1227 a 8, 1222 b 23 seqq.) 

(vy) Thirdly, as already noticed, the statement that dper7 preserves 
the dpyyn in the dxparys seems un-Aristotelian in form. In the 
Eudemian Eth. II. xi, however, there is something akin to this}. 
The curious doctrine is maintained that the rightness of the end 
(réos, oxdnos, &px%) is due to dper}; the right direction of Adyos, 
which calculates the means, to éyxpdreia ; the perversion of the end to 
xaxla. This would imply also that dxpacla only perverts the direction 
of Adyos, as calculation of means, thus preventing the steps being 
taken for realising the good dpx7, while the good dpx7 itself is kept in 
the dxparjs by dpern. The writer of this passage in the Eudemian 
Ethics, or anyone adopting his theory, might easily have written the 
passage in A, (115la 15-19): then, too, the sentence. otre 57) Adyos 
didacKadikds TOv dpxGv ore evraiOa, GAdX’ dpern, might be very 
relevant; if as éyxpdreca keeps Adyos right, so dxpacla perverts Adyos, 


t An examination of Eud. Eth. II. ix. seems to show that it was intended for an 
improvement upon, and reconstruction of, Nic. Eth. VI. xii. 7-10, and that the two 
passages could not have been meant to stand in the same treatise. This view, if right 
(for it does not seem to have been taken hitherto) puts considerable difficulties in the way 
of those who attribute Nic. Eth. VI to Eudemus. 
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it is important to say that Adyos does not give the dpy7, for if it did 
the dpx7 would be lost in dxpacia. 

(5) Lastly, the conception of gvoixy dperj which is found in A, 
is sometimes claimed for ‘ Eudemus.’ It does not occur in the 
Nicomachean Ethics save in Book VI, which is common to the two 
treatises, and it does occur in Eud. Eth. III. vii. fin. The argument 
hcwever attributing it to Eudemus seems unsound, and will be 
examined hereafter. 

Thus the later version A, contains several ‘ Eudemianisms’ real or 
supposed : on the other hand A, appears to have nothing of the kind, 
and reads like what it is customary to call Aristotelian. 

47. To the argument against unity of authorship founded on dif- 
ferences of subject matter, it may perhaps be objected, in the present 
section as in the one before it, that the more advanced version is not 
necessarily the later. The answer seems to be, in this case as in 
that one, that the relative advance is such as the same author would 
probably neither retract (though its form might be improved) nor 
forget in a subsequent version; and therefore that if the more ad- 
vanced is earlier, the authors are different. Which is the same con- 
clusion as before. 


SECTION III. 


Nic. Eru. VIL. v. 99 5-8. (Tasre III.) 


. 48, The differences between the two passages B, and B, are not great, 
but such as exist are of the same kind in general as those between the 
two versions in ch. iv. 

(a) B, distinguishes (1) the presence of an unnatural impulse which 
is not merely present, but also overcomes resistance (xpareioOat 7) 
pdvov éxew) from (2) the presence of an unnatural impulse which does 
not overcome (éxew pdvoy, py xparetoOa dé). B,, with a little more 
formal accuracy, distinguishes (1) the mere presence of such impulses 
(rd pay ody ge Exacta rotrwr, k.T.A.), (2), their overcoming resistance, 
(3) their failure to overcome, (rd 3’ éxovra xparety 7} xpareioOat); and, 
what is really important, calls attention to the fact that the mere 
presence of (or liability to) unnatural appetites 1s an extraordinary 
depravity. This is somewhat like that part of the advance made by 
the second version of ch. iv. on the first which is considered above 
im paragraph 40 init. 

(8) The vague phrase tmepBddAAovea in B, as eee with the 
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preciser (od) xar’ dvOpwnoy and (otc) dvOpwxlvn, might seem at first- 
by similar reasoning to the above to indicate an advance of B, on B,: 
but an examination of the earlier part of this chapter suggests that 
drepBddAAovoa may possibly have been used as a designed correction of 
the formula of B,. In § 1, ch. v, the natural and unnatural pleasures 
are not characterised respectively by the terms human and inhuman, 
for the distinction is not confined to the pleasures of man (see 
paragraph 17 ¢, ii), so that some pleasures not properly human would 
be ‘natural.’ On this account perhaps the author of B, may have 
purposely avoided expressing the distinction of dxpacla in un- 
_ natural pleasures from true dxpacla by the terms human and in- 
human as is done in B,. This again perhaps connects the first part 
of the chapter, § 1—4 (A,), more closely with B, than B,, and accord- 
ingly B, may originally have followed on a lost duplicate version | 
(Az) of §§ 1—4. 

(y) B, (§ 8, 1149 a 19) only calls the unnatural dxpacla, Onpiddns 
i) voonpareédys, without anything further; but B, adds several lines 
illustrating what is meant by the application of these epithets in 
other vices beside dxpacla. With this should be compared the 
elucidatory additions made by the second version in ch. iv. to the 
first: see paragraph 8 (3). : 

(5) B, is more neatly expressed throughout than B,. There is a 
little inaccuracy in B, in the sentence rd 8 dxovra xpareiy 7) xparetoOat 
ovx 7 mdi axpacla GAN’ h Kab? éuoidrnra, for of course it 1s only 
KparetoOa. which can be dxpacla and not xparety. There is a greater 
difficulty in the opening words 7d pév oty gyew Exacta rovrwy ew Trav 
Bpwy éort ris xaxtas, for they virtually make the liability to un- 
natural pleasures an excessive or extraordinary kind of xax(a, but this 
is all that could be said of dxoAacla (uoxOnpia) in the same pleasures : 
it is difficult to see what word the author could have used, but the 
point is that he does not attempt a distinction. The above however 
is not enough to prove that B,, which is in some ways an advance 
(see a, 8, y), is by the less able philosopher. 

49. The expression 7 GmAj dxpacla, in B,, looks un-Aristotelian. 
Aristotle seems not to use the adjective dm\ots in the sense of od 
kata mpdc0eo.v, but the adverb dmAGs: daAq Tpaywdla and the like 
are Clearly not parallels. In the Eudemian Ethics the adjective 
occurs in a similar manner where the adverb would be Aristotelian : 
VIL. ii. 1288 b 6, dzrda dyabd=Ta amdds dyabd, and again 1288 b 7. 
This seems to be the only phrase in either passage which could be 
called a ‘ Eudemianism,’ and it is noteworthy that it is found in the 
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version which seems to be the later, as before. B, has dmAds, 1149 a 
18-19. ; 

50. The facts in the two passages taken by themselves are too 
scanty to justify a conclusion as to their authorship, but their general 
relation to one another is parallel to that of the other versions treated 
of, where there is better evidence of the work of different hands. 


SECTION IV. 
Nic. Era. VIL vi. §§ 5-7; and VII. v. (Tanz III.) 


51. The following relations between the three versions in these 
chapters suggest that the one in ch. vi (A,, B,) is the earlier. 

(a) As already stated, the terms ‘natural’ and ‘unnatural’ are 
applied in A, only to human pleasures; but in A; they are applied to 
the pleasures of brutes also. | 

(8) A, has a further refinement in the distinction of that which 
is natural absolutely (47AGs), from that which is natural relatively to 
the particular kind of man or animal considered. Of this there is no 
trace in ch, vi. 7 

(y) In. A,, ch. vi, the division of ‘natural’ and ‘unnatural or 
brutish ’ is made expressly within the class of bodily pleasures, and 
nothing said of unnatural impulses which are not bodily:—éri gor 
7) €yxpdreva Kal 7 dxpacia wept émiOvplas cai ndovas cwuatixds dfAov. 
avtap d&% rotvrwpv tas diapopas Anmréoy, x.T.A. 

ogwparixal ndoval, without further qualification, and in such con- 
nection with cwppoovvn and dxoAacla, would usually mean the par- 
ticular pleasures of apy and yedors mentioned in ch. iv, B,; and of 
these the author is probably thinking. 

But in A,, ch. v, the general formula, in which the classification 
is conveyed, implies no such restriction,—‘ since some things give 
natural pleasure ’ &c., not ‘since some bodily pleasures are natural :’ so 
also the terms 8c’ €0y, 3:4 poxOnpdas pioes suggest something more 
than mere bodily pleasures. It is true that in the first part of the 
chapter the examples are all of what might be called (in a wider 
sense) owpyarixd, but this may be unintentional, and such as tpiydv 
tikcets, dvtxev tpeées, seem to show that the author is not confining 
the species to the object matter which appears to be signified in A). 
The examples however in the second part, B;, of brutish vices not 
founded on bodily impulses of any sort, @npiwdys derla, yadrendrys, 
are evidence of a tendency to give Onpidrns an extended meaning. 


. 
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This characteristic of B, is another reason for supposing that it 
rather than B, belongs to A,, for B, gives only examples of the 
two species of cwparid which seem intended by the more limited 
formula of A,, ef Bdrapis xaretxey emOuycv wadlov dayeiv 7) mpds 
adppodiclwov dromov ndovyjy. 

(5) Aj, ch. v, not only mentions more subdivisions of unnatural 
pleasure than ch. vi, A,—see above, paragr:ph 17, e. ii—but also illus- 
trates them by a number of examples: ch. vi, A,, gives no examples. 

(c) The treatment also of different kinds of action concerned with 
unnatural appetites is less developed in B, (ch. vi), than in B, and B, 
(ch. v). 

(i) Both of these latter versions distinguish, as already noticed, 
susceptibility to such impulses, on the one hand, from their relation to 
the will on the other: of this there is nothing in B,, ch. vi. 

(ii) According to B, and B, dxodkacla and dxpacla have only to 
do with natural pleasure; B, is in agreement—rovrwy 5 wept tas 
mporas (1.e. Tas guotxds) owppoovyvn Kal dxodacla pdvov éorly, 1149b 
30, but misses out dxpacla, which however need not be inserted, 
because ch. iv. has decided that its objects are the same as those of 
cwdpoovvyn and dxodacia. 

(iii) There is a more interesting difference of B, from the other 
versions (B, and B,). Unnatural or brutish faults are divided in B, 
and B, into two kinds parallel to dxpacia proper, and poxOnpla proper 
(&mAGs Aeyouévn), and distinguished from them by the epithets xa? 
Guotdtnra, Kata mpdcOeow, Onpiddns: these refer to human action. 
B, also speaks of something parallel to dxoAacla and owdpoovvn, and 
distinguished by the epithet xara jerapopdy, in the sphere of brutish 
pleasures ; but of brutish pleasures literally, as the pleasure of brutes, 
without expressed reference to human action—d.d xal ra Onpla ore 
oddpova. otre axddacta Aéyouev, GAN’ } xara perapopdy. So Onpidrns is 
described below as if in a literal @nplov: od ydp diépOaprar rd BéEA- 
TioTov, womep ev TO avOpdm@, GAN oviK exer, 1150a 2, 3. This is 
accounted for by the fact noticed, that to this writer ‘natural’ 
pleasure is synonymous with ‘human,’ and ‘ unnatural’ with ‘ brutish,’ 
and, accordingly, a man liable to unnatural appetites is so far a brute. 
The theory is notwithstanding generically the same in all three 
versions, only that B, and B, do not suppose such an absence of 
practical reason (7poalpeois and Aoyiopds 1149 b 35) from the subject 
of unnatural appetites, as is implied by B,, and therefore Onpiddys dxo- 
Aaola and dxpacla are not such mere metaphors in the former versions 
as in the latter: this change in B, and B, seems an improvement. 
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(C) The appetites cansed by madness, 8d paviay, may have been 
suggested to the author of A,, ch. v, by domep of pawdyuevor tov 
év0perwy in B,, ch. vi. 6, 1149 b 35: but it must be noticed that the 
author of this passage is not dealing specially with the pleasures of 
madmen ; he is led to compare the behaviour of animals in a certain 
condition to their wrong acts, because reason is wanting in both. 

Again, the extension in ch. v of the terms ‘ natural’ and ‘ unnatural’ 
to the pleasures of animals may perhaps have been suggested by ch. vi. 
6, 500 cat ra Onpla, x.r.A. 1149 b 31-1150a 1: but if so it is only 
suggested, for the same thing is not meant. What is said in ch. vi. 
is that dxoAacia may be used metaphorically for some abnormal 
states of animals (2éornxe ris pvcews); but the context shows that 
these states are only abnormal in animals in the same sense as dko- 
Aagia proper is abnormal in mankind, not in the sense in which 
‘unnatural ’ vices are so. 

52. Two grounds have been given (see paragraph 48 6 fin. and 
51 y fin.) for the conjecture that B, not B, belongs to A,: to these 
may be added that the illustration of Phalaris in B, has occurred 
already in A,. They have not however much weight: an illustra- 
tion might easily be repeated in this particular way in the same 
context, and as the interest in the second members (B,, B,, B,) of the 
parallel versions is for human conduct and bodily or sensual pleasures, 
it is not necessary that they should show any trace of the wider 
applications of the term unnatural pleasure, which may have been 
made in a first member. 


SECTION V. 
Nic. Eru. VII. viii. § 2 and x.§ 4. (TABLE V.) 


53. In the case of these passages, there seems to be nothing to 
prove diversity of authorship; but there is an equal absence of evi- 
dence for the contrary. Compare the differences mentioned above 
(paragraph 20 8). 

54. The subject of either would follow well upon ch. vu, § 8: 
see Table V. The second passage would read coherently after it, and 
agrees with it in the use of the word peAayyoArxol, in reference to the 
dxpacta called zpoméreta : see above, paragraph 20 £. 

The first passage (viii, 2) differs, as already seen, from ch, vii, § 8, 


~ 
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In using éxorarixol instead of peAayxoAtxol 1; and cannot be read after 
it without some harshness, for atréy d5¢ rovrwy would then properly 
refer to the second of the two kinds of dxpacfa mentioned in ch. vii. 
§ 8, viz. d£eis and peAayxodrxol, whereas it clearly refers to both kinds. 
The words airéy 5¢ rovrwy however do not suit their present context, 
as has been shown (paragraph 34), so it is possible ch. vin, § 2, 
followed immediately after a duplicate of ch. vii, § 8, if not after this 
passage itself, 

On the other hand, ch. x, § 4 may belong to the same version 
as ch. vil, § 8, and may have followed it immediately, though this is 
doubtful. 


SECTION VI. 
Nic. Era. VII. vi. (Tasie IV.) 


55. These two accounts of padaxla and xaprepfa are somewhat 
divergent. 

(a) The sphere of padaxla is wider in A, than A,: see above, 
paragraph 23 fin. 

(8) The characters concerned with pleasure being cwdpwotrn, éey- 
kpdreva, axpacla, and dxoAacla, A, implies only a twofold division 
of characters concerned with pain, namely, the padaxds parallel to the 
dxparjs, and the xaprepixds parallel to the éyxparjs. To these last 
A, adds a third character parallel to the dxdédactos, the common 
point being that in both the action is 8:4 zpoalpecw :—éyolws &e 
kat 6 hevywy ras cwparixas AvTas ph b0 Array GAAG 51a mpoalpect. 

The state of mind here described differs from padaxla apparently in 
this, that the padaxds does wrong reluctantly (80 jrravy xal mapa 
mpoalpeow), to avoid the pressure of a. pain, whereas the other does 
wrong, in the same circumstances, without any reluctance, because he 
avoids pain on principle, and from deliberate conviction. _ 

The addition seems due to mere considerations of symmetry; the 
object being to find a member in the division of characters influenced 
by pain corresponding to dxodacla in the characters influenced by 
pleasure, differing from padaxla as dxoNacla does from dxpacta. 

This may well be the work of a disciple thinking to improve on 
the original classification, who nevertheless does not find a name for 
the new species, but calls it, somewhat confusedly, efdos padaxlas 


1 The two terms are combined in Problems, 953 b 14, 15, Tay pedAayxoAKav S08 
éxorarikol. 
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paAAop, i.e. not dxoAacla, but rather a sort of padaxla. See below, 
paragraph 77. 

The logical result of this formalism would be to discuss the pos- 
sibility of adding a fourth character, differing from the xaprepixds 
as the ocd¢pwv from the éyxparys. Such a distinction would be 
invalid, and especially unintelligible if xparety be refused to the 
kaprepixds: but it is an obvious sign of weakness to complete the 
symmetry in one direction, and to be silent as to the reason for not 
completing it in the other. | 

(vy) Another unsuccessful attempt to refine is the substitution by 
the second version of dyréyeww for xpareiy as characteristic of xaprep(a: 
for this, so far from being an improvement, is a fallacy. 

In the case of a struggle between two persons, it would be of course 
true that dyréyew and vixay were different, and that vixay was the 
better of the two. If now the relation of opposing motives be com- 
pared to such a combat, dyréyew could only mean a balance of motives, 
where the agent is quite undecided, and no action results. 

But this is not the meaning of xaprepla, nor is there any ground in 
the context for believing such a meaning here intended. And, if 
it were, the division ought to have been carried further, and a cor- 
responding character put on the side of pleasure, differing, as only 
withstanding pleasure, from the éyxparjs who overcomes it. The 
author seems to have been misled by the word xaprepeiy, he probably 
thinks of the kxaprepixds as ‘enduring’ (xaprepdv), or ‘holding 
out (dvréyov) against’ pain which cannot be annihilated—compare 
the examples in §§ 5, 61—and in that sense cannot be overcome 
(kparety). But since this ‘holding out’ means that the man does 
not allow the pain to determine his will, it is xparety in the fullest 
sense ; the other kind of xpareiy which he has not, is of no importance 
morally, because it is not in the sphere of his will at all. It is quite 
mistaken, therefore, to rank éyxparjs higher than xaprepixds, on the 
ground that the latter does not ‘ overcome ’ in the sense described. 

56. Such embarrassments as the above are not to be found in A,, 
§ 1, and the probable relation of the two versions is, that the longer, 
A,, is the later, and that it is the work of an inferior thinker, who, in 
attempting to make.advance on the other, only adds subtleties partly 
confused and partly fallacious. 

_ 5%. (a) Neither version seems Aristotelian ; if either is by the 
author of Eud. Eth. II. he must have changed his views. 


’ Compare also Arist. Problems 949 b 32 seqq. (the duplicate of 949 b 26 seqq.), and 
Eud. Eth. 1221 a 28, both quoted in the next. paragraph. 
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(1) It has been shown that in the chapters upon dvdpela and 
awppoovvn, in the earlier part of the Nicomachean and Eudemian 
Ethics, xaprepfa and padakla are related to the objects of the former, 
not to those of the latter. Either association might obviously be 
made according to circumstances; but the fixed usage of Nic. Eth. 
VII. vii, does not appear to be recognised elsewhere in the ‘ Aris- 
totelian ’ writings, except in the treatise Ilept ’Aperdv xai Kaxiév, and 
the Magna Moralia. 

In the following passages neither association is suggested :— 
Rhet. 1383 b 35 seqq., xal rd pH dropévery mévovs ots of tpecBvrepor 7} 
of trpupavtes 7) of ev e£ovola padrdrov dvres 7} BAws of ddvvaTerepor 
mdvra yap padaklas onpeta'—Prob. 949 b 32, da rl qrrov Kaprepodpev 
Supavres 7) mewavres ;—Hud. Eth. 1221a 28, 6 pndeplav tropéever 
Avanv pind el BéAtiov, Tpvpepds.—Rhet 1368 b 17 seqq., 6 8 dxdAacros 
mept Tas TOO odparos Hdovds, 6 58 padraxds mwepl Ta Adbvpa, 6 Se detdds 
mept Tovs xuvddvous. ) é 

In the following xaprepfa and padaxla are connected rather with 
dvdpela and deAla :—Nic. Eth. 1116 a 12-14, Eud. Eth. 1229 a 1-10, 
both quoted above (paragraph 32): compare also Pol. 1278 b 27, 
KapTepovot woAAjy KaxoTmd0ecay of moAAol Taév avOpdtwv yAtxdpevot 
TOU Civ. 

In the following rather with cwppoovvn and dxoAacia :—Pol. 1269 b 
20-23, TéAW... KapTEpiKyY, ... akoAdotws mpds &acay axodaclay Kar 
rpupepds: Prob. 880a 4, 5, Aayvds xal padaxds: Pol. 1270 b 34, 
@ote py SivacOat Kaprepety GAAG AdOpa Tov vopoy amodidpacKovras 
dtmoAavewy TOY cwyuaTiKGy 7jdovGvy: and less definitely, Eud. Eth. 
1225 b 30, xaprepety év mdBeor, Nic. Eth. X. ix. 1179 b 33, cwdpdves 
kal xaprepixOs (hv, Pol. II. ix. 1270 b 3. 

The treatise Ilept "AperGy xat Kaxiéyv, on the other hand, connects 
xaptepta and padaxla definitely with both sides, which is consistent 
with its apparent character of a late Peripatetic compendium. 1251la 
14, dxorovdet 5& rH Serta padaxla, dvavipla, x.7.A.: 1251 a 28, dxo- 
Aovde? 5 rH dxpacla padraxla: 1250 b 4 seqq., mapémerat 5% rq dvdpela 

. kat 7 xaprepla: 1250b 12-14, éyxparelas 8 éorl.... Kal Td Kap- 
TEPELY, K.T.A. 

(2) Neither the author of the Nicomachean nor the author of the 
Kudemian accounts of cwdpoctyvn and dxoAacla connect them with 
any other pains than what are caused by the desire for pleasure: 
see paragraph 39 8. 

(3) Even if it be objected that in the first version, A,, Avwas... Kat 
gvyds might only refer to such pains, the answer seems to be that in 
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Nic. Eth. III. x-xi, there is no thought of separating the desire 
for pleasure and the pain of such desire as different motives, and 
constitutive of different characters, but they are clearly aspects of one 
and the same thing. Compare III.xi. 5, quoted in paragraph 39 £. 

(4) If either version is Aristotelian, it is later than Nic. Eth, III. 
which does not allude to éyxpdre:a or dxpacla}, (compare also paragr. 
39 a, fin.), and therefore Aristotle must have changed his view on the 
last two points (see 2 and 3); but. this is very unlikely, for what would 
then be the earlier stage shows much greater insight into the psy-. 
chology of Ethics. Eudemus might however have abandoned the 
doctrine which he did not originate and may never have appreciated ; 
certainly he does not dwell on it in the same way as Aristotle, and in 
excluding the pleasures of sight, sound, and smell, he excludes also 
the corresponding pains caused by ra aloypd, ra dvdpyoora, and ra 
6vo05n, which is superfluous, for they are not pains-of desire, Eud. Eth. 
IIT. ui. 6. 

(8) A’ (VIL. x. 4, see Table IV), though very like A,, omits all 
mention of xaprepfa and jaAaxia. The passage is in itself too short to 
prove anything, and it is not unlikely that its immediate context has 
been lost, but from the foregoing (a, 1-4) it may be conjectured that the 
omission is caused by the absence from the first version of the book of 
any such direct treatment of xaprepfa and wadaxla as that in ch. vii. 

There are other appearances which confirm this impression. 

(1) Ch. iv, D,, includes in dxpacia proper that yielding to pain 
which here constitutes waAakfa in distinction from dxpacta: while the 
word poadaxoé is incidentally used in a way which seems quite to 
ignore ch. vil: see paragraphs 83, 85. 

(2) The subject is promised in ch. i, § 4, 1145a 33-b2: but the 
relation of that section to its context is suspicious. It distinguishes 
four bad or immoral states, xaxla, Onpidrns, axpacta, and padakla, of 
which the last three are to be treated of together with the good states 
éyxpdreta and xaprepia: but the opening words of the book, ch. i, § 1, 
in what seems meant for an exhaustive division, distinguish only 
three vicious states, with no word either of ywadaxla or xaprepla :— 
Tov Tept Ta On pevxtay tpla eotiv eldn, xaxla, dxpacla, Onpidrns. 
ta 8° évaytla rots wey dvot dpAa* TO ev yap dpernv TO 8 éyxpdrecay 
kadodpev, x.t.A. Another difficulty in the same section (§ 4) is that it 
seems to assign @ place to the discussion of Onpidryns, not compatible 
with the present order of the subjects. 

(3) In one of the duplicate beginnings to ch.ii, A, xaprepla is 

1 Contrast in the corresponding Eudemian passage 1231 a 25, and 1231 b 3-4. 
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set down for discussion, in the other, A’, nothing is said of it, an 
there is an independent ground for thinking that A’ is earlier than 
A: see paragraph 61. 

58. Fritzsche remarks on 1150b 4, that the use of aad after Avan 
is not found elsewhere in the Nicomachean Ethics, and is repeated 
twice in the Eudemian, 1222 b 11, 1282 a 17, so with é8¢vy in 
1230a 3. If it be a ‘ Eudemianism’ it occurs, like the others, in the 
apparently later and less able version: but under the uses of dad in 
Eucken (Sprachgebr. d. Arist. p. 8), are given two references from the 
Nic. Ethics for jdovy dad rwos, 1178 b 29, and 117424 Io (X. iii. 10, 
ill, 13), and one from the Poetics, 14534 36. 


SECTION VIL. 
Nic. Eru. VII. iii. (Tasre [.) 


59, Of the two versions, that in the second column seems to be 
the latest, on account of the additions whieh have been examined 
above, paragraph 28. 

B, and B, might be interchanged, and: it cannot be affirmed 
certainly that B, belongs to the second version: it is however a 
little longer than B,, and adds an illustration—®dnAot 52 “Hpdxdetros ; 
this ism keeping with the addition of illustrations in C,, and may 
give some slight ground therefore for assigning B, to the second 
version. 

With év rats roujrixats in D,, 1147 a 28, compare End. Eth. I. v. 1216 
b 11-19, where mowyrixal émorjpa includes mpaxtixal: rodro de émt 
wey Tov émioTnpay ovpBalver Tov OewpntikOv® ... . T&V dé ToUnTiKaY 
émotnyav Erepoy Td TéAoS THS emioTHNS Kal yvacews, olov tylea pev 
larpixns ebvoula 8& 4 Tt ToLod Erepoy THs TwoAuTiKHS. Eud. Eth. IT. x1. 
1227 b 28 seqq. (part quoted in paragraph 46. a), 1s less definite, but 
Tats mrointixats has probably there also the same wider meaning. 

60. Whether the two versions B, C, D,, B, C, D,, are by the 
same hand or not, there is a strong probability that (a) neither is 
by Aristotle, that (8) neither is by the author of the Eudemian 
Ethics—or at least of the second book of that treatise, and that 
(y) they are not by the same author as some of the most important 
parts of this book. 

(a) Against Aristotelian origin :— 

(i) The theory appears quite unworthy of Aristotle. The question at 
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issue is,—‘ How is it that a man knowing the right can do the wrong ?’ 
(compare VII. ii. 1, dmopjoee 8 dy tis mds trokapBdver dpOds axpa- 
reveral ris), or, ‘How is the struggle possible between émdvula and 
Adyos of which the dxparjs is conscious, ending in the victory of 
érrOupla ?’ 

Clearly the answer given in the chapter is worse than no answer: 
if in the dxparjs knowledge of right and wrong is not realised but 
dormant (47 Ocwpodyra & ph Sef mpdrrew, 1146 b 33); if, though he 
knows the general principle (the major premiss) which would con- 
demn his action, he has not realised the particular circumstances 
(the minor premiss) in his act which make the principle applicable 
to it;—then he does not know that what he is doing is wrong, and 
therefore is not dxparjs at all. A mental struggle is impossible, since 
there is no actual knowledge for appetite to struggle with. Aristotle 
could scarcely have acquiesced in a mistake like this. 

(ii) There is no trace of this doctrine in the other books of the 
Nic. Ethics; on the contrary, dxpacla is spoken of as though there 
were an active struggle between reason (Adyos, sometimes zpoalpecis 
=‘rational will’) and appetite (ém:@vula), between the desire to do 
what is wrong and the conviction that it is wrong. Compare the 
following. Nic. Eth. I. xiii, 15, 16, 1102 b 14-25 :— 


Tod yap éyxparots kat dxparods Tov 
Asdyov kal rhs yoyis TO Adyov Exov érratvatpev* 6pOGs yap 
kal émt ra BéAriota wapaxadet? galverac & éy avrots 
kat GAAo te mapa tov Adyov weduxds, 6 pédxeral te Kal 
dyriteive, TO Ady. aTExVvas yap KaOdwEep Ta Tapadedv- 
péva Tod cdparos pdpua els Ta SeEca Tpoatpoupevwy kwwhoat 
rouvavrioy els TA dpiorepa Tapadéperat, Kat emt rhs Woxijs 
oftws* ént tdvavtia yap ai dppat trav dxpardv. GAd éy 
Tois cépace pey SpGyev TO Tapadhepduevoy, emt Se ris 
Woxijs otx SpGpev' tows 8 ovdev irrov Kai év th Wox7 
voutoréoy etval Tt rapa Tov Adyov, évayTiodpevov ToUT® Kat 


dyriBatvoy. 


Nic. Eth. IX. iv. 8, 1166 b 7-10, S:agdpovrar yap éavutots, Kai érépwy 
wey emOupotow GZrAda 5é€ BovdAovra, oloy of axparets’ alpotyta: yap dvti 
tov doxotytwy Eéavrots adyabGy elvat ta dea BAaBepa dvra. The 
following passage also is to the purpose, as there is no hint in the 
context that the knowledge is useless because merely potential :— 
Nic. Eth. I. iii. 7, 1095 a 8, rots yap rovovros dvdvyntos 4 yvaors 
ylverat, xaOdmep tots axparéow. 

E 
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(iii) The opinion of Socrates, that virtue is knowledge, because men 
. must act for what is their truest good if they only know it (Xenoph. 
Mem. III. ix. 4), appears to have been strongly opposed by Aristotle. 
But ch. iii. is an obvious concession of the Socratic principle, as the 
writer of the last section of it felt. 

(iv) In Aristotle the distinction of potential and actual knowledge 
is made not unfrequently—compare e.g. Metaph. 1017 b 3, 1rd dvvd- 
pevov xphoba tH émoriun Kat Td xpépevov: 1048 a 34, emorjpova 
kal Tov pH Oewpodyra ay duvards 7 Oewpeiyv—but it seems never applied 
to explain dxpacla. 

There is an important -passage for dxpacla in De Anima III. 
ix—x. 432 a 1-b 10, with no hint of the want of a minor premiss, 
nor of the theory that the dxparjs only knows potentially, not 
actually, that what he does is evil: the language indeed implies the 
opposite and stands in marked contrast to both versions of this 
chapter. Compare De An. III. ix. 8, 433 a 1-3 :— 

“Er. xat émurdrrovros 
Tod vod Kal Aeyovons Tis Stavoias pedyew te Hf SidKew ov Ki- 
vetrat, GAAQ kara Thy émOvulay mpdrret, ofov 6 dxparys’ 
and De An. IIT x. 6, 433 b 5-10 :— | 

"Ewret 8 dpéfecs yivovrar évavriat GAAHAaLsS TodTo 5€ cup- 
Balve Srav 6 Adyos cal 7 emOvpla evayrlar dow, ylverat 
8 éy rots xpévov aloOnow exovow (6 pey yap voids bia 7rd 
' péddov avOAkewv xededa, 7 3 emiOupla a 1d Fdn° dal- 
yerat yap To 7dn Hdd Kal GAGs 730 Kal ayalov amdOs, 

— 8d 76 at) Spay To péAdor). 

The last part of this passage, it is true, implies some blindness 
to real interest on the appetitive side; but the first part clearly 
recognises, like the former passage, an explicit, not implicit, opposition 
of the Reason, that its voice is heard forbidding the action, and that 
there is a struggle, which could not be if the minor premiss were 
either absent or only potential. This representation, which is a 
natural and not uncommon one, involves a latent contradiction, 
concealed however, both in early and in popular psychology, by an 
unconscious personification of Reason and Appetite. Some feeling 
of the contradiction might lead a philosopher of less acuteness than 
Aristotle to the theory of potential knowledge, but Aristotle could 
scarcely have allowed an auswer so inconsistent with the insight 
into the mental struggle shown by Nic. Eth. I. xu. 15-16: and 
there is independent evidence that he did not allow it in its absence 
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from a context in the Eudemian Ethics, where it would almost certainly 
have been alluded to if the writer had known of it: see below (f i. ii.) 

If, notwithstanding this evidence, it be objected that some such 
theory as this would be the logical consequence of what is said of 
pleasure in the chapter on BovAnots (Nic. Eth. III. iv. 5), rots aoAAots 
bey andrn 1a THy Hdovnv ~oixe ylverOar ov yap ovoa ayabdy palvera, 
(comp. Eud. Eth. IT. x. 26); it by no means follows that Aristotle 
would be consistent at the expense of obvious facts (ra garvdueva 
évapyGs, VII. ii. 2), nor indeed was he, for it would have been 
equally logical to accept the whole Socratic position, but he did 
not acccept it. 

Whatever may be the meaning of the obscure words in De An. 
IL. xi. 434 a 12-14, 


Awd 76 BovAevrixdy odk exer 7 Gpekis. ving 8 evlore xai 
kivet THY BotAnow® 6re 8 éxelvn tatrnv, dowep adaipa, 7 
Gpekts thy Spe, Stav axpacla yévynrar’ 


they speak of actual not potential opposition. 

The syllogism in the same context is not used to explain dxpacla, 
and nothing is said of the absence or abeyance of a premiss, 

These facts in the De Anima are the more significant, because in 
that book itself, II. v. 417 a 23, different potentialities of knowledge, 
and their relation to the actuality, are described with some care :. see 
especially 417 a 26-29, 6 pev Ste rd yévos, x.r.A. The distinction has 
been in part given before in De An. II. i, and is used again in 
Bk. III. iv. 8, 429 b 6. 

The practical syllogism occurs in De Motu Animal. ch. vii. with 
some resemblance of language to §§ 9, 10 (Nic. Eth. VII. iii), but 
this proves nothing, unless it be that the writer of this chapter in 
the Ethics used Aristotelian material in constructing an un-Aristo- 
telian theory. 

(8) Disagreement with the Eudemian Ethics. — 

There is in the Eudemian Ethics a passage which at first sight 
might seem evidence for ascribing the onepter to the same author: 
Eud. Eth, IT. ix. 1225 b 11-16 :-— 


"Emel d¢ 70 énloracba Kal Td eldévar durrdv, ev pev rd exe, 
éy 8& rd xpjobat rH emornun, 6 Exwv pr xpdpevos Se Lore 
pev os Sixalws dyvoGy A€yoiro, ~ore 8 as ob Sixalws, oloy 
el d¢ dudrccay ph expyro. duolws S@ kal py exo Tis 
wéyoro dv, ef & fadcov 7H dvayxaioy Fv, ph exer bv dpé- 
Actay 7) Hdovny 7 Adanv. 

E 2 
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These words occur in the chapter on the voluntary (76 éxovotor), 
which corresponds to the first part of Nic. Eth. bk. III: beside the 
different kinds of ignorance which in the Aristotelian account affect 
the responsibility (dyvoGv, 80 dyvo.av), there is added another, the 
abeyance of knowledge only potentially existent. 

As already seen, the conception is Aristotelian ; but Aristotle, in his 
extant writings at least, did not discuss its relation to the volun- 
tariness of an action. 

Though this is done by the author of Eud. Eth. II, and though 
he speaks of pleasure and pain as among the causes which prevent 
knowledge from being realised, yet there is proof in the context that 
he did not so explain dxpacla. 

(1) Just before the passage quoted, dxpacla is examined at some 
length, Eud. Eth. II. vii. But it is never said that the dxparjs 
has not the right minor, or that his knowledge is in any way 
potential: the contrary is plainly implied; he is always spoken of 
as having a conscious wish (SovAnois) of some kind, not to do that 
which he eventually does. Indeed, what puzzles the writer in his 
aporematic argument is the conscious presence, in the minds of both 
dxparys and éyxparys, of two opposite impulses (évayrfat dpyal), one to 
obey reason, the other to follow appetite. 

Compare Eud. Eth. 1224. 30-6 :— 


Aoxet 87) Td Blasov amav Avaypoy 
eivat, kat ovfels Bla pev moet, yalpwv 5€. 81d wept rov 
éykpari Kat roy axparh mAelotn audioByrnols éorw' évay- 
tlas yap dppas éxwy adros Exactos ait@ mpatrer, dof 
5 r éyxparns Bla, pacly, dipedxet atroy and Tov 7déwv 

vidid ae (dAyet yap adéAxwv ‘mpos dvtite(vovcay Tiv dpe- 
Ew), & 7 dxparis Bla mapa rov ba ical 
and 1224 b 19-23 :— 
Kai 6 dxparns xalpe. wey Tvyxdvev axparevd- 
peevos ov émOupet, AvTEtrar Se THY am eédmldos AUTyV’ 
olerat yap Kaxdy mpdrrew. 


Here it is rightly observed that there is a consciousness of internal 
division in the dxparjs, and a pain of reluctance, both quite impossible 
in the representation of his action given in Nic. Eth, VII. iui, 

Compare also 1223 b 7-9 :— 


"AAAG pH 6 akparevdpevos ody & Bovdrcrar 
movet’ TO yap tap Od oleras BéATioTov etvat Tparrey de ém- 
Ouulay axpareverOai éorw. 
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‘and 1223 b 32-3 :— 
BovAerat pey yap ovdets & olerac 
elvat xaxd, mpdrres 8 Sray ylyntas dxparys. 

Here the language implies, since nothing is said anywhere to the 
contrary, that the dxparjs knows that he is doing wrong. 

(li) How far such a theory as that of Nic. Eth. VII. iii. is from the 
mind of the author is seen also from the following. These chapters 
of the Eudemian Ethics (vii. and viii. of bk. II) investigate the 
will of the dxparjs in a manner much in advance of anything Anis- 
totelian. The writer sees that the ordinary account (which is 
Aristotle’s and Plato’s) is beset with great difficulties as to freedom 
and responsibility. These difficulties are stated very clearly, and 
without any effort to underrate them. Since the dxparjs, it is said, 
acts reluctantly and against his BovAnors, his action seems involuntary 
(dxovo.ov) ; on the other hand, as he is judged dd:xos, which implies 
that he is responsible, and as he acts xa7’ émiOvylay, it seems voluntary 
(éxovovoy). 

The author takes great pains to solve ‘this dzopta, but contents 
himself at last with a mere practical answer, quite inadequate to the 
question, that the action is voluntary because done after all from 
an impulse (épy7) in the actor. Now if he had held that in dxpacta 
there was not actual, but only implicit knowledge of the wrong, he 
must have taken that into account in estimating its voluntariness, 
especially as he adopts the Aristotelian doctrine of the necessity of 
knowledge to responsibility. One solution he could not have failed to 
notice, even if he did not accept it :—if reason does not consciously 
oppose appetite there would be no struggle (évayrfa: dpyat), nor pain 
of reluctance at the act, and the consequent difficulties as to freedom 
would vanish: the only kind of involuntariness to be considered 
would be incéluded under the formule dyvody and 80 dyvoy (for 
which see Eud. Eth. IT. ix). 

(iii) In: no other part of the Eudemian Ethics does there seem 
to be any trace of the opinion put forward in this chapter (ch. m1. 
Nic. Eth. VII.=Eud. Eth. V1), nor is it likely that it was an after- 
thought by the same author. The ethical stand-point of the Eudemian 
Ethics is essentially opposed to that of Socrates, as is proved not 
only by the doctrine of dxpacla, just cited, so prominent in Eud. 
Eth. bk. IT, but also by two passages, one in a later book, Eud. Eth. 
VITI. 1246 a 35-b 35, and one in an earlier, Eud. Eth. IV. 1216 b 
I-25, which attack and refute the Socratic dictum that penienee 
alone is the sufficient condition of virtue. 


_ ¢ 
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In both the De Anima, then, and the Eudemian Ethies, excluding 
of course this book, the distinction of potential and actual knowledge 
is made; in both there is some discussion of dxpacia; in neither are 
the two subjects connected at all with one another. 

(y) Disagreement with the main context of bk. VII ;— 

(i) Ch. ii, §§ 1-4, 1145 b 21—1146 a 4. 

According to this passage :— 

(1) The Socratic hypothesis conflicts with facts and amounts 
to a denial of dxpacia altogether. 

(2) If appetite is resisted by a weak, uncertain opinion as to 
right and wrong, and not by a aeons conviction, there is 
not properly dxpacta. 

From (2) it follows a fortiori that there is no dxpacla when convic- 
tion is only potential, for then there is nothing which can resist at all. 

It is not to the purpose to object that this is an aporematic pas- 
sage, for it is never refuted, and it seems incredible that so much 
insight could result in the conclusions of ch. iii. 

A corroboration of diversity of authorship is that ch. in, §§ 3, 4 
(B,, B,), considers independently the position refuted in § 4 of ch. 11, 
1145 b 31-1146 a 4, that the dxparjs has only dd£a, and not émornpun. 
No reference is made to the former place: quite a different refutation 
is given, and, significantly enough, one that does not compromise the 
theory of potential knowledge in the same way. 

(ii) Ch. vu, § 8, 1150 b 19-28, 

Of the two kinds of dxpacia here spoken of, one, zporéresa, can 
be easily adjusted to ch. 11; but the other, which is clearly the more 
important and truer dxpacia, cannot possibly, because in this case the 
man has deliberated about the right course, but does not abide by the 
result of his deliberation from infirmity of will; he has therefore the 
fullest knowledge that he is doing wrong. 

(111) The language of the book in general which describes the 
 éykparns and dxparfs seems, naturally at least, to imply that reason is in 
actual not merely potential opposition to appetite, e.g. ch. ii, § 11, 1146 b 

1, 2, eb pey yap ph énénetoro & mpdrret, peravecbels dy enavcaro’ 
viv 5€ memeiopévos ovdéy Hrrov GAAa mpatre.. In ch. viii, § 5, 1151 a 
.20 seqq. the dxparjs is 8:4 wdOos éxorarixds mapa tov dpOdv Adyop : 
the éyxparjs (who must have actual knowledge) is éupeverixds Kat odK 
éxorartxds. Conipare also the phrases ovx éypeverixds (éupevav) Aoyiop@ 
(5dfn, mpoaipécer, rais ddfacw) exorarixds Aoyiopod, efloracba Tis 
d6£ns, applied to the dxparjs, and in ch. viii, § 1, 1150 b 36, 4 pev yap 


kaxla AavOdver, 7 8 axpacla ob AavOdver. 
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(iv) The result of ch, 11. is never alluded to again in the treatise 
save in a short doubtful passage near the end, which does not seem to 
belong to its context, ch. x, § 3: see paragraph 36. 

61. (a) According to A the first subject for consideration is that 
which follows in B, C, D,, and B, C, D,, wérepov elddres 7} ot, cat 7&s 
elidres: A’ not only puts a different subject first, but omits this, 
at least in any direct shape, from the list. Perhaps, therefore, A’ 
belongs to an earlier version, which contained nothing about potential 
knowledge, and no such separate and lengthy investigation of the 
kind of knowledge possessed by the dxparjs. 

The writer of A’ may merely, as against Socrates, have maintained 
or presupposed what is implied by ch. ii, that in dxpacfa there is 
a strong and active consciousness of wrong-doing (loyupa tadAnyis 
.... dvtitelvovoa), and have added that this conviction could be dis- 
obeyed if not accompanied, as in dpdvyors (comp. ch. ii, § 5, 114648 4 
seqq.), by a desire to realise it, but opposed by émi@uplo. He may 
have felt no more difficulty in this representation than the author 
of the passages quoted from the De Anima and Nic. Ethics seems to 
have done!, and therefore not have dwelt on it further, which would 
account for his not putting the completeness or incompleteness of 
knowledge in the list A’ as a matter to be treated specially. On the 
other hand, the author or authors of the rest of the chapter perhaps 
appreciated better (see paragraph 60, a iii.) the real basis of the 
Socratic paradox, and thus expanded the subject into a main division 
of the book, giving it recognition in the list A, and its other dupli- 
cate, if one existed. : 

The above is somewhat countenanced by the conclusion of A’. The 
first problem (7) dpx7 tis oxéyews) being, whether the dxparjs and 
éyxparys are differenced by their objects, or by their relation to them ; 
the fact that the dxparjs knows he should not adopt the pleasant 
motive (6 3’ otk oferas pev didxes 5€) is assumed as subsidiary to the 
solution of the problem, without any hint that the fact itself is a 
principal difficulty awaiting settlement. 

The omission in A’, under such circumstances, seems to be too 
weighty to be counterbalanced by the words in ch, il. cat déov (yrety 
mept Td 1é00s ef de dyvoray rls 6 rpdmos ylverat tis dyvolas: for, even if 
they are supposed to point to either version of ch. 11. § 3 seqq., they 
may have been inserted when that version was added to the scheme of 
the treatise, for they can be removed without injury to the context :-— 


1 The author also of Eud. Eth. II. raises no doubt as to the completeness of knowledge 
in d«pagia. 
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Saxpdrns piv yap Srws évdyero mpds Tov Adyor as ovK ovens axpactas* 
ovéva yap droAauBdvorta mpdrrew Tapa To BéATLoTOY, GAAG b.’ d&yvocav. 
otros piv oy 6 Adyos dudioByret Tots pawopévors évapyGs, [kal déov 
Cnrety mept rd dos, ef 80 Syvoray, rls 6 tpdnos ylverat Tijs ayvolas ] 
Sri yap ovx oleral ye 5 dxparevduevos amply év re md0er yevéoOat 
gavepdy. 

(8) If A’ really belongs to an earlier version, the omission of 
the subject of xaprepla from it, which is contained in the duplicate A, 
is in agreement with what has been said of xaprepla and padaxla 
in paragraph 57. 

A’ may be incomplete and thus the last argument (8) loses some 
force; but perhaps not the first (a), for if the question whether the 
&xparjs has real knowledge had been proposed at all, it would pro- 
bably have not been postponed to the present contents of A’. 

It may be added that vopl(wy dei deiv TO Tapdy Hdd diudkew in A’ 
(1146 b 22) is the only thing in the book like De An. 433b 7, 6 peév — 
yap vots da 7d pédAov dvOédAxew Kedrever, 7 8 emOuala da 7d Fd7? 
though it is unsafe to build on the coincidence. 






ree a a, tion 
A AA FRA We ee 
poe “AR creyp : vty 
j TY “0 » . a 6 2 @ oe - 
i i : ° i 
¢, i j 
C4 if a uP 
ni OE 
a 


PART V. 


ON THE AUTHORSHIP OF OTHER PASSAGES, 
WITH SOME CONFZECTURES FOR FURTHER 
RESOLUTION OF THE TEXT, 


SECTION I. 


Nic, Eru. VII. i. § 6; i. § 5 (=A,); x. §§ 1-2 (=A,). 
(Taste VIL.) 


62. The first part of A, is parallel to A). 

Both assert that the same person cannot both be ¢pdyios and 
dxparjs; compare 1146a 5, 6 with 1152a 6,7: both give the same 
reason,—that the dpdvssos acts on the knowledge of the good (com- 
pare 114648 with 1152a 8-9), and that he has a good moral 
character (compare 1146 8 9 with 1252 a 8), and in both there is the 
same reference presumably to Nic. Eth. VI (compare 1146 a 8, 
dedetxrae mpdrepoy with 11524 8, dédecxrar). 

Against attributing them to different versions it may perhaps 
be urged that, as A, occurs in the aporematic chapter (ii.), it is the 
preliminary discussion of difficulties (dmopla:) on the 3dfa stated in 
the list of ch. 1. § 6, 8re 5¢ évlovs ppovipous svras kal dewvors dxpateis : 
Just as the dd£a, 6 peév dxparis eldas Sr. hadAa, has its dzopla in ch. ii, 
§ 1 seqq. and its Avous in ch. iii ; and so for other dd£a. 

63. But these last cases are not relevant; A, 1s not a mere state-~ 
ment of difficulties, and does not leave the question open, but settles 
it definitely and finally :—dAX’ dromov gota: yap batros Gua ppdvipos 
kal dxparys, dycee 8 dv obdels, K.7.A. 

A,, on the other hand, tikes up seriously what A, dismisses as 
scarcely worth consideration, and gives, as already seen, circum- 
stantially the same refutation as A,. | 

If only these two passages were to be dealt with, this might 
perhaps be attributed to forgetfulness, though the short and deter- 
minate nature of the subject makes this less likely; but beside the 
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evidence of compilation throughout the book, there are some other 
facts against their being originally intended for the same version. 

(a) A, corresponds closely to the opinion in ch. 1, § 6, dre.... 
gpovlyous dyras xal dewods, x.t.X. for it treats of the relation of deuvdrns 
as well as dpdvyots to dxpacta. 

In A, there is nothing about dsewdrns; but this perhaps by itself is 
not important. What is important, there is no consciousness in A, that 
such an opinion has been proposed for discussion: (1) the passage 
itself is a part of the dzopfa: to another opinion, cat 6 pev elds 
Sri hadda, x.r.A.,—the difficulties as to the presence of knowledge in 
dxpagia, which take up § 1-5 of ch. ii; and (2) in examining these it 
is said (A,) that this knowledge cannot be ¢pdvnots, because that would 
involve an absurd result, viz. that the same man could be ¢pdriuos and 
dxparns, for no one would ever maintain that the dpdviyos could, like 
the dxparjs, do wrong willingly : see 1146 a 6,7. It seems incredible 
that a proposition thus spoken of should have preceded in the same 
context as an opinion actually maintained, and therefore to be dis- 
cussed, 

This opinion has really no iran corresponding in ch. iL, as 
was evidently thought by the Paraphrast, for he writes a special 
section for it, ch. v, having already paraphrased A, under the dzoplac 
about knowledge in the dxparjs?. There is no reason to suppose he 
had a different text, for he only uses the material of A, to construct 
the supplement. 

(8) There is another important dda in ch. i, § 6, the identification 
of dxpacta and dxoAacta, which has no dropfa to answer in ch. ii. but 
is discussed also at the end of the book just before A,, 1152 a 4-6. 

From the facts taken together it may be conjectured,— 

(i) That the list in ch. i, § 6, did not originally contain the two 
opinions spoken of, which are not discussed in ch. ii. 

(11) That the presence of A, in the aporematic chapter occasioned 
in @ later and less able version the addition to ch. i. § 6 of the opinion 
related to it; and to the non-aporematic part of the book of a refuta- | 
tion, A,, embodying A,; on the analogy of the défa:, dmopla, and 
Atoets. 

(iii) That the passage preceding A,, 1152a 4-6, may not have 
been in the original version: this is more doubtful, for it might 
possibly have appeared at first without either ddfa or amopla to 
correspond. 


* This is misunderstood by the editor of the English reprint of Heinsius, who writes : 
' € Hoc caput redundat; repetit enim peule aliter quae cap. 3. dicta sunt.’ 
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64. The order too of the list may have been changed, though this 
is by no means certain. It does not correspond to the dmopla: 
which the Paraphrast probably observed, for he gives the dzopla: in 
the order of the dd£ax’. 

The latter seem designedly arranged on a logical principle. The 
first three opinions are on the characteristics of the éyxparns and 
axparyjs, from more general to more special in order: the next three 
relate to the confusion of these characters with others, beginning with 
the more plausible (cd¢pwv=éyxparjs) and ending with. the least 
plausible (the ¢pdvijos may be dxparyjs): the last is on other uses 
of the term dxpacta beside the normal one. 

The list may have been. added to and rearranged so as to form 
a logical classification of the contents of the book, at or after the time 
when the version was written, containmg A, (1152a 6-14), and 
the passage which precedes it, 1152 a 4-6. ; 

The obvious reason for not retaining a duplicate of it, supposing 
one existed, would be that the one list might be contained word 
for word in the other : or, if not quite word for word, the absurdity of 
twice stating the same item of such a list might seem too great even 
to the compiler. | 

It is true that in Metaphys. bk. II,—which resembles this part of 
Nic. Eth. VII, though it is on a much larger scale—some of the 
dzropta: stated for discussion (S:azopeiy) are omitted in the discussion, 
and the order not preserved. 

But (1) the first is taken first (apérov pev ody rept Sv mperov 
elrouev), and the order of the main divisions is generally adhered to. 
(2) Some of the questions seem treated together, vid. Bonitz ad loc. 
(This might be thought true of the opinion as to the compatibility 
of dpdvnors and dxpacta, but it can hardly be so for the reasons given 
above, 63 a.) (3) The statement of the difficulties and the discussion 
of them are both long and intricate, here they are both concise. 
(4) There is both internal and external evidence that the Metaphysics 
are imperfect. 

It is readily admitted that difference of order, and even omissions, 
may not be of weight in some cases; but here, the shortness of the 
passages, the importance of one opinion omitted, and the circumstances 
attending the omission of the other (paragraphs 62-3), especially that 
the aporematic chapter seems to presuppose that it is not in the list, 
make them worthy of consideration. 


1 Here again the editor has mistaken the reason. ‘Sectiones, quae sequuntur, quinque, 
sive Andronici ipsius sive librariorum errore, praepostero ordine videntur descriptae.’ 
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SECTION II. 


Nic. Ern. VII. i. §5; ii. § 12. (Taste VIII.) 


65. Between the beginning of this book (Nic. Eth. VIJ.=Eud. 
Eth. VI.) and that of the next book in the Eudemian Ethics (VII, 
which corresponds to Nic. Eth. VIII.) there are such relations. as to 
make it probable that the two passages do not belong to books of the 
same treatise. 

The eighth book of the Nicomachean Ethics, as well as the 
Eudemian equivalent, opens, like the seventh book, with a general 
introduction of its subject, Friendship, ch. 1. §§ 1-5, followed by 
some dzoplat, ch. i. § 6; compare dayqdicBnretrar S¢ wept aidris 
ovx édlya, 1155 a 32, and 1155 b 8, daopnudrwyv: so in the Eude- 
mian version, dzopetrat 5 oAAG mrepi THs pidtas, 1235 a 4; but there 
is nothing to correspond to the remarks in Nic. Eth. VII. i. 5, and 
ii. 12, on the value of opening a discussion in this way. 

The Eudemian version of Nic. Eth. VIII. does introduce such a 
passage, thereby assimilating the first part of the subject still more 
to the first part of Nic. Eth. VII. It will be seen that this addition 
(Eud. Eth. VII. ii. 1, 1235 b 13-18,=X,) is very like the corre- 
sponding places in Nic. Eth. VII. i. 5, ii. 12, (1145 b 2-7 and:1146 b 
6-8, = X,,) though the phraseology’is different ; compare the passages 
marked *...... ees FE eons © in both columns of Table IX. 

(a) It is on the whole improbable that an author at the beginning 
of two books, consecutive or not, of the same treatise should give the 
same justification at such length of the aporematic method in general, 
and that too in the second instance, as though he had not done it 
before. In beginning a new book the way in which a former book 
of the same treatise was begun is not likely to be forgotten, especially 
when the beginning is of this kind. Still this is possible if a con- 
siderable time has intervened between the composition of the two; and 
want of opportunity for revision may have prevented alteration. 

(8) But there is stronger evidence of a different hand in the second 
passage; and that there was no forgetfulness, The sentence ° : 
oupBaiver 5€ pévery, x.7.A. 1235 b 17-18 in X,, appears almost certainly 


_ to,have been written as an elucidation of °...... Cin X,, 7a 8€ gara- 


~ Aumeiv, 1146 b 7, which seems to have been understood by the author 


of X, as meaning that some of the dzopfa: must be done away with, 
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and some left. The latter expression (xaraAvmety) seemed paradoxical 
in connection with the sentence which follows, 7 yap Avows tis dmoplas 
edpecis éoriv, because an aporia consists of opposing opinions, whose 
opposition must be somehow overcome: the author of X, accordingly 


wrote the passage °......° to explain it—‘ the opposition (évayrlwats) °T 


must be allowed to stand (évevv), if what is said is true in one sense 
and not in another.’ He seems to have thought the last part of X, 


obscure and unsatisfactory : if he were the author of it, it is difficult toT™ 
see why he should not have altered it where it stands, for this is not a foun 


case where the nature of the subject necessitates that a formula should 
first be put in more general terms, and not till later made determinate : 
besides the statement is silently corrected without any consciousness of 
its having preceded in the same treatise; e.g. there is ‘nothing like 
& 8 ed€xOn pev mada, ob cadds Se €réxOn (Post. An. 100 a 14: comp. 
Nic. Eth. VII. 1188 b 26, Eud. Eth. 1220 a 16-20, 1249 b 3-6). 

These two passages from the Nicomachean and Eudemian Ethics 
are related like those referred to in the note on page 38. 


SECTION III. 
Nic. Er. VII. i. §§ 13, 14. 


66. "Emel 8 4 redevrala mpdracts, K.T.A..... aloOnrixjs (comma after 
Spov). The object of the last part of this passage is to point out that 
the Socratic opinion about dxpacfa agrees with the theory just given, 
inasmuch as knowledge proper has not been allowed to the dxparjs (od 
yap ths kuplws émiaotipns elvat doxovons mapovons, x.T.A.). The 
latter statement would be consistent with what has been said, if by 
‘knowledge proper’ was meant the presence of both major and minor 
premisses ; for the axparjs has only the major. But the context does 
not allow this interpretation. The reason it assigns for the absence 
of knowledge proper is ‘that the minor premiss is not so much of the 
nature of true knowledge as the major’ (8a 7d pH Kadddov pd 
emotnuovixdy duolws elvas doxeivy TH KaOddov Tov Ecxaroy Spov). This 
must mean that the dxparns has not true émiornn, because he has 
only the minor and not the major: which of course is in direct. 
contradiction to the beginning of § 13 and to the rest of the 
chapter. 2 | 

It might perhaps be objected that this difficulty 1s overcome if 
ov tapovons be taken to mean that the universal is only present 
implicitly or potentially. But (1) it seems scarcely possible that 


‘ : 
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ov mapovons, without further addition, could be so understood, and (2) 
according to § 9 (D,, 1147 a 32) the right universal (major) is actually 
present in dxpacta, the word évetva: being used both of it and of the 
misleading universal (major). In the other version also (§ 6, D,) is 
read ypépevos TH KaOdAov GAAQ pi) TH Kara pépos, so that the dxparns 
may have the universal in actuality. 

67. The above seems to prove that this passage cannot as it stands 
be reconciled with the rest of the chapter. In the last part of it, od8 
arn wepiéAxerar da Td 7d00s GAAG Tijs aloOnrixfjs, there is a similar 
confusion. It has been shewn from the context that rijs xuplws 
émotnpns etvat Soxovons means the major premiss, therefore ris 
aisOnrixis (@moriyns) must be the minor premiss given by per- 
ception; compare also § 13, 7 reAevrala mpéracis Qd£a aloOnrod, 1147 
b 9. With rijs alcOnrixjs would naturally be understood wapovons ; 
but it is just perceptional knowledge (of the minor premiss) which 
is wanting in the dxparjs. To avoid this epieAxouévys and not 
mapovons might be understood with rijs aicOnrixjs, as the preceding 
clause is only a variation of ovd¢ ravrys mepreAxouévms. Then, how- 
ever, aloOntixijs éxiorypns cannot be a minor premiss of perception 
actually present, but the faculty of such a minor: this involves the 
harshness of making epiéAxeoOa1, in the clause od8 atrn mepiéAKerar 
dua Td 2dOos, refer to the distracting effect of +d60s upon knowledge 
when actually present, and in the clause dAAa ris aloOnrixfjs to its 
effect upon a faculty of knowledge: and the objection (paragraph 66) © 
to what precedes both remains unaltered. Nothing is gained by 
supposing tis alcOnrixjs to mean that knowledge in accordance 
with which the dxparijs acts (i7d Adyov mws cat dd€ns), described in 
§§ 9, 10 (D,, 1147 a 24-b 3), for rijs alo@nrixfjs must be a minor 
premiss, as just shown ; and therefore the sense of the passage would 
be, that this knowledge contained no universal, but only a particular ; 
which is contrary to §§ 9, 10, where both a universal (major—zavrés 
yAuxéos yeverOar det) and a particular (minor—rovri yAv«d) condition 
the wrong action of the dxparijs. 

68. It seems as though the intention had been to express two 
things :— 

(1) To true or complete knowledge is necessary the actual pre- 
sence both of the major and of the minor (7 reAevrala mpdracis xupla 
rav mpdfewv); the dxparjs has not the minor; therefore he has not 
true knowledge, and Socrates is in this sense right—ov yap rijs xuplws 
elvat Soxovons emiotHpNS Tapovons yiverat TO 7aOos. 

(2) ‘True knowledge’ (xupia émiorjyn) may have another (re- 
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lative) meaning, the universal as opposed to the particular. The 
perception of the former is not perverted (zepiéAxerat) in the dxparis, 
but the perception of the latter, for he has the mght major and not 
the right minor.. The knowledge therefore which is perverted in the 
a&xparns, in the sense that the faculty of it is obscured and prevented 
from actualisation, is not the true kind. In this way also Socrates 
would be right: compare i. 1, 1145 b 23-24. 

But it seems impossible to get this out of the present text, because, 
as has been shown, the position of the sentence cat 8a rd pa) KaOdAov 
.... Spoy prevents xuplws evar doxovons émorjpns from having the 
right meaning. If this sentence be written after ris Kuplws.... 
ylverat 76 wdOo0s, instead of before it, and dX’ 7 alcOnrixy read, the 
meaning wanted could be got, if avrj could possibly stand for xvpta 
émioTrnun in the new sense determined by the clause xai 81a Td ph 
xaOéXov «.T.A., Which would be now interposed; but if this seems too 
harsh to stand, something has probably been lost. 

69. The words domep 6 olvwpévos ra "Epredoxréous, 1147 b 12, 
compared with dzodelfers xal ean A€yovow ’EuredoxAdovs in C, (1147 
a 20), and the illustration’ of the drunken man (1147 a 14), incline to 
the conjecture that §§ 13, 14 may not belong to the same version 
as C,, and should follow perhaps in the first column after D,. 
If this be so, @s ovx fw ro éxew.... EpmedoxAéovs in D, has been 
expanded into the passage which forms the last part of C,: 7 
rerevtala mpétacis dd€a re alcOyrot Kal xupla tov apdgewy in D, 
(1147 b 9) would correspond to 4 3 érépa (6d£a) wept rav Kal? Exaord 
éorw, dv aloOnois 45n Kupla in D, (1147 a 25); 6 ev wade dv to of év 
tots mdQeow, which is found twice in C,, 1147 a15 and 19. See also 
paragraph 28 mid. | 

The compiler may have removed §§ 13, 14 from the end of the 
first version to the end of the second, as forming the best conclusion 
to the compiled chapter: the apparent intermixture of the other mem- 
bers makes this possible. 

It is not necessary, in order to support this conjecture, to suppose 
the compiler altered the tense in @s odk Fv TO eeu, x.T.A., a8 it need 
only express reference to a current distinction. 

There should be a full stop after "EuaedoxAéovs: and either éze/ 
has the meaning noted in paragr. 37, or (more probably) there is an 
ellipse,—‘ since the right major would be acted on if the right minor 
were present, (and the dxparys having the right major does not act on 
it,) the dxparjs cannot have the right minor.’ Compare 31 fin. 
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SECTION IV. 
Nic. Erg. VII. vi. §§ 1-4. 


_ 70. There is some indication that the account of dxpacla Ovpod 
may be by the same author as the second version of ch. iii. 

(a) It is argued that Ovyds is less disgraceful than émévula 
(‘appetite’), because the former is determined in a way by reason 
(Adyos) and the latter is not. Yet the explanation of action from these 
different impulses (§ 1, 1149 a 32 seqq.) makes Adyos enter into both : of 
anger it is said, 6 pév yap Adyos 7 H pavtacla Sri HBpis 7H dAtywpla 
edjAwoev, K.T.A.: Of appetite, 7 8 emidupla ay pdvov ely Ste 750 6 
Adyos 7 H aloOnots Spud, x.T.A. 

Since listening to Adyos (dxovew te Tod Adyov) is what differences 
Ovyds from émiOupla, the connection of Adyos with both sides is con- 
fusing; especially as no explanation is given, as for instance that 
different manifestations of reason are meant, and the very next sentence 
is 5oO 6 pev Ovupds axodovde? ro Ady@ tras, 7 3 emOvpla od. 

This may be accounted for perhaps by a comparison of ch. ii, 
§§ 10-11. The special characteristic of the version to which the 
passage belongs is that the action of the dxparys from émOvyla is said 
to be in a sense t7d Adyou (see above paragraph 28 fin.), and the 
author is so interested in his own addition that he partly neglects 
and partly confuses the true problem. The doctrine here (ch. vi, § 1) 
seems to be the same, and its introduction causes a similar confusion ; 
so that both may possibly be by the same hand. The association of 
gavracla with Adyos is not irreconcileable with 1, 11, for the author 
is perhaps thinking that a sensuous presentation may be necessary to 
the consciousness of an Injury. 

The passage in the Problems, 949 b 13 seqq., on the connection of 
Aoyos and Ovyzds, which may have suggested the present account, is 
free from these difficulties. 

A further obvious confusedness of expression is the use of dpy7 
mov@y and dépylcecda: in such different references within the same 
context, § 4 of the chapter. In the second version of ch. iii. there 
seems to be another, more serious, inaccuracy : see paragraph 28 mid. 

(8) The style of the chapter differs very much from most of the 
book, as having less scientific form, and more vivacity of expression. 
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There are two graphic illustrations, of raxels tév Staxdvwv, K.T.A.s 
of xives amply oxéwacdat, x.r.A.: two amusing stories, 6 droAoyovpevos 
Ste roy warépa rénro., K.T.A., 6 EAkduevos trd Tob vio’, x.r.A.; two 
poetical quotations, 1149 b 15-17: and a Platonic personification of 
Oupds and émOvpla. 

To this also there are some resemblances in ch. iii., second version : 
compare the illustrations added in C, (Table I), which shew some 
fondness for description. In D, of the same version there is a 
tendency to personify faculties of the soul not found in the parallel 
passage, e.g. 7 pev A€yer hettyew radro 7 8 éwiupla dye. Compare also 
dvayky Té ovupmepavOey evOa pev pdvat ry yoyny, év 8 tals Tointikais 
mparrey ed0vs, ch. ii. D,, with 6 (@vuds) Somep cvddoyioduevos Sre 
del TH ToLovT Toheuetv, xareralver 57 EvOUs, ch. vi. § I. 

(y) There is some difficulty in the way in which the subject is in- 
troduced, Sti 3? kal Frrov aloypa dxpacla H rot Ovupod 7) 7 Trav emOuuiav 
Oewpyjowpev. For it has already been said (ch. iv), if not in the same 
words, that the dxpaclat xara mpdoOeoww, including among others dxpacla 
Ovpod, are less disgraceful than dxpacla proper, called here 7 wept éa- 
Ouplas dxpacla or 7 réy émOvsay : but (1) this is not recognised, nor (2) 
is any reason given why a special proof should be undertaken in the 
case of dxpacla Ovyod and not for the other dxpacla: xara mpdobeow. 

The want of organic connection with the context is even greater 
in the case of ch. iii: see paragraph 60, y. 

The position of dxpacla Ovuod in ch. iv. is not without obscurity, 
for Ovpds cannot be called dice: aiperdy, Picea: TG KadGy xal dyabdr, 
aiperov xad’ airéd, in the same sense as the examples xépdos, rin, vlxn ; 
it 1s not classed with these higher 73éa, and dxpacta in respect of it is 
associated with dxpacla in respect of them without explanation. 
Perhaps the oversight oceasioned later the introduction of a separate 
proof, in ch, vi, that dxpacla Ovaod is not so blameworthy as dxpacla 
of bodily pleasures: and it is worth notice that § 3 (1149 b 19), adds 
as corollary the assertion that it is not properly (4mAGs) dxpacta, 
without reference to the result of ch. iv, which may well have been 
thought insufficient. On the other hand, it is not so likely that ch. iv 
is the later, for an author with ch. vi before him would perhaps 
hardly have left the part on dxpacla Ovpod so ambiguous; nor does 
that part look like a later insertion into both the versions of ch. iv. 
Compare paragraph 94. 

71. If the first part of the chapter is really contemporaneous with 
the second version of ch. iii, it would probably not belong to the 
same version as the remaining part, §§ 5-7, as this seems to. be the 

F 
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earlier of the three parallel versions in chs. v and vi. This does not 
invalidate the argument in paragraph 17 (3), for xai drs éorw 
éyxpdresa in § 5 may have been changed, to fit the place, from dr yey 
oty tori i éyxpdreva, which last would connect the second discussion 
of unnatural pleasures with the end of ch. iv, supposing ch. v 
omitted. 


SECTION V. 


Nic. Era VII. viii. § 1 and § 3. 


72. It has been shown (paragraph 34) that § 2 of ch. vim. 1151 
% 1-5, in all probability does not belong to its present context, and 
that § 3 seems to be continuous in subject with § 1: but the removal 
of § 2 does not clear away all difficulties. The words ddAd ay tows, 
which mean that dxpacla and xaxla (=<dxodacla) are somehow alike, 
are followed by a sentence which, from its form, (ro pay yap.... 70 | 
d¢...), should explain the likeness, but gives, on the coaey) the 
essential point of difference. 

If dAAd an tows is put in a parenthesis, so that ro pev yap mapa . 
apoalpeoty, x.7.A. explains Sri péy ody xaxia, this ‘non sequitur’ is 
avoided: then the parenthetical clause affirming some likeness would 
be inserted as a qualification into the statement of difference. But 
the next: sentence affirms the fact of likeness, and puts it also in the 
form of a qualification of the previous statement,—od uyy dA Suordy 
ye: 60 that dAAd a7 tows is not only most awkwardly placed, but 
quite redundant. No improvement is made by a transposition, and 
the clause can scarcely be a gloss, for the words od piv GAN’ dpordy ye 
make a gloes too obviously unnecessary. 

, 8. Is it possible that there is here also a combination of dupli- 
cates? The following alternatives are offered :— 

(1) Perhaps the words ro stv yap mapa mpoalpeow, x.t.r.. 1151 a 7, 
should follow after the last words of § 1,7 8 dxpacla ob AavOdve : 
of the sentence removed the part Sri pey ody xaxla .. . pavepdy may 
be a shorter duplicate of xat dAws 8 grepov .... AavOdver’ Td pev yap 
ssapa tpoalpecsy Td b¢ Kara mpoalpeaty éoriy, and dAA& an lows may be 


the beginning of a a duplicate of ob pay GAN’ Spordy ye xara ras mpdfers, 
thus :— 
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Kai dws 8 érepoy 16 yévos dxpactas kat xaxlas, % ey || Fre ev ody Kaxla 
yap kaxla AavOdvet 7 8 axpacla ov AavOdver’ Td wey yap || axpacla ovK 
mapa mpoalpertw Td 8 Kata mpoalpecly ori’ || ort,  avepdv. 
ov pip Grd’ Spody ye xara ras mpd£ets, x.7.A. || AAG 7 Iows. 


(2) The neuter genders, however, which precede and follow the 
feminines in the present text, as well as the correspondence (in effect) 
of the words marked »...... > suggest a different resolution, thus :— 


*Kai Sdws 3 Erepov 1d yévos dxpac- || *8rt ev oty Kaxla 7 dxpacla 
las xat xaxlas*, > rd ev yap mapa mpo- || oix ott, pavepdyv'*® 7 perv yap 
alpecw, 1d 8& xara mpoalpecly éor- || xaxla AavOdver 4 8 axpacla ob 
w'> Sod pay GAr’ Suody ye Kata Tas || AavOdver’” © dAAG 7 Tows....° 
mpaters ° 

The position of dAAd 1 tows is, however, awkward, yet perhaps not 
more so than that of dAAa pi def ye, in VII. ii. 6,1146a12. For 
such short duplicates see paragraph 89. 

74. If §§ 1 and 3 formed a continuous whole originally in some 
way, and the compiler inserted § 2 into it (see paragr. 34), he might 
_ have written drt pév oty xaxla, x.7.A., § 3, to connect again the last 
half with the part to which it-was originally contiguous; but then he 
would have no conceivable reason to add the words add an tows, 80 
that this explanation seems unlikely. 


SECTION VI. 


Nic. Era. VII. viii. §§ 1, 3, 4, 5. 


75. Ch. viii. § 4-5, has already been resolved into two duplicates, 
A, and A,: see Part II., Section IT. 

To these versions the contents of the passage formed by uniting § 1 
and § 3 of the same chapter, § 2 being omitted (paragr. 34), shew 
a general parallelism. 

The subject of the three, A’, A,, A,, may be divided as follows :— 
(a) Difference of the dxparyjs and dxdéAaoros. 

(1) The dxparyjs better than the axdéAacros.— 

A’, 6 pey dvlaros, 6 8 lards. 
A,, éxelvos wey ovy ebperdmetotos, 0 8 od, K.T.A. 
A,, 6 dxparis BeArlwy rod dxoAdorou ovdé gaddros a7AG@s, k.T.A. 

(2) The reason of this is that the dxéAacros believes he is nght, 

the dxparjs knows he is wrong.— 
F 2 
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earlier of the three parallel versions in chs. v and vi. This does not 
invalidate the argument in paragraph 17 (3), for cal dru gorw % 
éyxpdresa in § 5 may have been changed, to fit the place, from dr: nev 
ety ori i éyxpdreva, which last would connect the second discussion 
of unnatural pleasures with the end of ch. iv, supposing ch. v 
omitted. 


SECTION V. 


Nic. Era VII. viii. § 1 and § 3. 


72. It has been shown (paragraph 34) that § 2 of ch. vii. 1151 
% 1-5, in all probability does not belong to its present context, and 
that § 3 seems to be continuous in subject with § 1: but the removal 
of § 2 does not clear away all difficulties. The words ddAd sy fos, 
which mean that dxpacla and xaxla (=<dxoAacla) are somehow alike, — 
are followed by a sentence which, from its form, (To wey yap... . To 
d¢...), should explain the likeness, but gives, on the contrary, the 
essential pomt of difference. 

If Add a7 tows is put in a parenthesis, so that 7d pey yap mapa 
mpoalpecty, x.7.A. explains Sri wey otpy xaxla, this ‘non sequitur’ is 
avoided : then the parenthetical clause affirming some likeness would 
be inserted as a qualification into the statement of difference. But 
the next sentence affirms the fact of likeness, and puts it also in the 
form of a qualification of the previous statement,—od pny GAN Spordy 
ye: so that dAAd a7 tows is not only most awkwardly placed, but 
quite redundant. No improvement is made by a transposition, and 
the clause can scarcely be a gloss, for the words od piy GAN’ duordy ye 
make a gloss too obviously unnecessary. 

. 8. Is it possible that there is here aleo a combination of dupli- 
cates? The following alternatives are offered :— 

(1) Perhaps the words ro stv yap mapa mpoalpeow, x.7.d., 1151 a 7, 
should follow after the last words of § 1, 7 8 dxpacla od AavOdve: 
of the sentence removed the part Sr: yey ody xaxla... pavepdy may 
be oe mupleate of xat Srws 8 Erepov .... AavOdver rd pev yap 
ssapa mpoalpeow To dé Kara tpoatperty éorwy, and &dAd 7 tows may be 
the beginning of a a duplicate of od py GAN’ Spordy ye Kara Tas mpd€£ers, 
thus :— 
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Kai ddrws 8 repo 16 yévos dxpaclas xat xaxlas, y pev || Gre pev oty Kala 
yap xaxla AavOdve. 7 8 axpacla ob AavOdver’ Td pev yap || 7 axpacla ovk 
mapa mpoalperw TO 8& Kara mpoalpecly éorw’ || ort, avepdy. 
ov pip add’ Suody ye xara ras mpd€es, x.7.A. || GAAd a7 tows. 


(2) The neuter genders, however, which precede and follow the 
feminines in the present text, as well as the correspondence (in effect) 
of the words marked °......>, suggest a different resolution, thus :— 


*Kal Sdws 3 Erepoy ro yévos axpac- || *8r. pev ody xaxla 7 axpacla 
las xat xaxlas*, > 1d wey yap mapa mpo- || ox éort, havepdv'*® > pev yap 
alpeow, TO 8& xara mpoalpecty éor- || xaxla AavOdve: 7 8 axpacla ov 
w'> Cod pay Add’ Suoidy ye kara Tas || AavOdver” ° ddAAd ay lows... .° 
mpagers ° 

The position of dAAd an tows is, however, awkward, yet perhaps not 
more so than that of GAAa piv Sef ye, in VII. ii. 6,1146a 12. For 
such short duplicates see paragraph 89. 

74. If §§ 1 and 3 formed a continuous whole originally in some 
way, and the compiler inserted § 2 into it (see paragr. 34), he might 
_ have written 8r: pév oty xaxla, x.7.r., § 3, to connect again the last 
half with the part to which it-was originally contiguous; but then he 
would have no conceivable reason to add the words GAAd a7 tows, 80 
that this explanation seems unlikely. 


SECTION VI. 


Nic. Era. VII. viii. §§ 1, 3, 4, 5. 


75. Ch. viii. § 4-5, has already been resolved into two duplicates, 
A, and A,: see Part IT., Section IT. 

To these versions the contents of the passage formed by uniting § 1 
and § 3 of the same chapter, § 2 being omitted (paragr. 34), shew 
a general parallelism. . 

The subject of the three, A’, A,, A,, may be divided as follows :— 
(a) Difference of the dxparyjs and dxdAaoTos. 

(1) The dxparns better than the axdéAacros.— 

A’, 6 pev avlaros, 6 8 lards. 
A,, éxeivos pev ovy etperdmesoros, 6 8 ov, k.T.A. 
A,, 6 akparjs BeAtrlwy Tot dxoddorou ovde datdos atAGs, K.T.A. 

(2) The reason of this is that the dxddacros believes he is right, 

the dxparjs knows he is wrong.— 
F 2 
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A’, 6 dxddaotos .... od perapeAnrixds’ eupéver yap TH mpoaipécer 
(i.e. he acts with the conviction that he is right), 6 8 
dxparis perayeAntixds. mapa mpoalpeoy, 1151 a 7. 

A,, 6 pey rowobros ofos wi dia TO meTEcOa Sidxew .... 6 Se 
TETELOTAL 

A,, dore 8 elvat rovodroy oloy wemeicOat Sidxew .. . Sety . . . Ov 
Kparet, 

To 7 pev xaxla AavOdve 7 8 dxpacla od AavOdve: in A’ correspond 

the more precise accounts in A, and A, :— 

A,, 7) yap dper? Kat 7) poxOnpla rv dpyiv 7 pev POclper 7 Se ow ee. 

A,, odCerat yap rd BéAriotov 7H dpy7. 

(8) The resemblance of the dxparjs and a&xdéAaoros.— 

A’, ob piv GAN’ Spoidy ye xara ras mpdfeis . . . . of dxparets GdiKxoe 
pey ovx eloly, adicodor dé. 

In A, and A, the likeness is not dwelt on so expressly, but yet 

they supply a more precise formula for it. In A, the common 
point is dudxew ras cal’ trepBodjy xat mapa tov dp0dv Adyoy 
owparixas nbovds, so also in A,, dy dore pev ph} mpdrrew Kara: 

rov ép0dv Adyov, x.t.r., 1151 a 21-24. 

Is it possible then that A’ is a third parallel version? For this 
conjecture there is some support beside the correspondence of the 
subject matter; for it has been already shewn that A, can scarcely 
follow after A’ (see paragraph 11), and A, begins as though it were 
introducing a new subject, with no indication whatever that a discus- 
sion so parallel to it has preceded. If A’, A,, A,, are three parallel 
versions, then A’ is probably the earliest, because, as the above analysis 
shows, A, and A, treat the subject common to the three in a more 
technical and formal manner, and carry the investigation a little 
deeper. 

If § 3 be not joined to § 1, the parallelism will only be altered by 
the omission of (8). 

76. The passage in § 7 of ch. x., Suotor 8 nat 6 dxparis Kat & 
dxddaotos Erepor wey dyres, duddrepor BF Ta cwpaTiKd Hdéa SidKovor, 
GAN’ 6 pev Kal oldpevos dety 6 3° otk oldpevos, might belong to a different 
part of the same version of the treatise as either A, or A,, because, 
as before said, they do not draw special attention to the likeness 
between the dxparjs and dxédacros, though they give material for 
determining it: oiduevos defy compared with A, (1151 a 23), suggests 
connection with A, rather than A, 
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SECTION VII. 
Kru. Nic. VII. vii. § 3. (Tasie IV.) 


77, In the words rév 3) AexOevrwy 7d pdv padaxlas eldos waAdov 6 
® d&xddaoros, 1150 a 31-2, there is great difficulty, for they do not 
in the least accord with what has gone before. The only character 
in the preceding section (§ 3, 1150 a 25-31) which could be taken 
for padexlas eldos is that of the i) mpoapodpevos whose motive is to 
avoid the pain of éri6vpzta, and this has been spoken of in connection 
with dxpacla and not dxodacla (rGv 8% pij mpoapoupéver 6 pev dyerat 
dia riy Hdovny, 6 8 81d 7d hevyew Thy AdTnY Thy dnd Tis emBvplas) : 
nor has anything been said of it which could occasion the remark that 
it is not to be confused with dxoAacta (‘rather a sort of padaxla than 
dxoAacla’), but on the contrary it has been assigned to a class of the 
47) mpoatpovpevor, and so is definitely opposed to dxoAacla which is 
51a mpoalpeow. Again, why padaxlas efdos and not padraxla? the 
- division of the yi apoatpovpevo. is exhaustive as its form shows, and 

should include all dxpacta and all poAaxla. . 

The incoherence disappears if the whole passage rép 82 j.1) mpoatpov- 
Héveyv ... xelpwv Tod dxparods be removed, so that the sentence réy 37 
dex O€vror, x.7.A. comes after § 2 (at 1150 a 25), and refers to it. For 
the main interest of § 2 is in two characters, the dxéAacros and 6 
getywv tas cwoparixds AUTas pH SC Frrav dAAQ 81a apoalpecw: the 
latter has been associated with the dxéAacros because he acts 81 
apoalper.iy and on a bodily impulse; hence it is relevant to call 
attention to the distinction between them and say that the one (6 
hetywy ras coparixds AVmas, x.T.A.) is not the true dxdAacros (whose 
motive is pleasure), but rather (u@AAov) allied to the padaxds (because 
the motive is pain): and the author uses the words padaklas efdos 
of the character, and not paAaxla, intentionally, because padaxla proper 
differs from it in not being 8:4 apoalpeow. Comp. paragr. 55 p. 

78. This result cannot be secured by merely putting the removed 
passage into a parenthesis. The matter in it cannot be treated as 
parenthetical: for, if it remains where it is, a definite transition is 
made from the characters whose wrong action is 81a mpoalpeow, the 
dxdAaoros on the side of pleasure and his counterpart of the side of 
pain, to the yi) mpoatpotpevor who are the dxparjs and the devywr rv 
AdUany thy and Tis emOvpalas; after this it would be impossible ‘to 
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return to the first set of characters by the mere words réy Acxbévrwr 

.6 pev... 6 dé, «.7.A., and it is clear that the case is not altered 
by the interposition of the clause mayri 8 apy ddfere . . . dxdAacros 
_ xelpwy rod dxparots, which has only to do with the dxéAacros and 
the dxparys. 

Nor is it enough to write ray 3) AexGévruv, x.r.A. before § 3 (i.e. 
before réy 8% py} mpoatpovpévev) imstead of after it, for there are 
other difficulties. In the first place the sentence rayri 8 dy dd€ete, 
x.7.A. interrupts in the most irrelevant manner a context which has for 
its object to explain the characters of xaprepfa and paAaxfa; and in the 
second place it is equally difficult to keep the first part of § 3 in the 
text, because it makes the pain to which the padaxds yields that of un- 
satisfied desire, which by no means suits the description of the padakds 
in §§ 5, 6, where the examples are certainly not of such pains. 

An obvious suggestion is the alteration of axéAaoros into dxparis 
in § 3, fin., 1150 a 32: but (1) that does not overcome the last- 
mentioned difficulty, for, as already said, rév 82 42) tpoatpovpéven 6 pev 

. 6 5€ is an exhaustive division, and therefore the only kind of 
pain in padaxla would be Adan amd rijs émOvpulas; and (2) it does not 
overcome the difficulty of the words avr? 8, x.r.A. 

79. If the whole passage then (1150 a 25-31) is taken away, the 
words rév 5 AexOévrwy form the transition from § 2 (1150 a 16-25), 
to the subject of § 4 (1150 a 32 seqq.), and therefore 57, the MS. 
reading, would be right and not 5é (which has been proposed), even 
though something may have fallen out. 

80. But in the following sentence the reading 18 ntbably not 
right, and there has been a transposition of the words éyxparyjs and 
vadaxds. Instead of dyrixerra: 88 re wey dxpared 6 eyxparys, TO de 
padaxe@ 6 xaprepixds, should be read dyrikecrat 5¢ re pev axpared 6 
padaxds, re b¢ éyxpare? 6 xaprepixds: because (1) the ‘next clause, 
coupled by ydp, explains the difference between the xaprepixds and 
the éyxparns, not the xaprepixds and the padaxds; and (2) the object 
of the chapter (see paragr. 55) is to find the characters on the side of 
pain which are correlative of, and opposed to, the characters concerned 
with pleasure: namely, the ¢evywy tas cwparixds AdTas (=padaxlas 
eldos paddov) to the dxdAacros, the padaxds to the dxparjs and the 
xaptepixds to the éyxparjs; and such an opposition has immediately 
preceded the words under consideration, the first: one between the 
dxédaotos and his counterpart. The proposed reading therefore agrees 
much better both with what precedes and with what follows. 
Compare the grouping in the parallel version, Ay, 1150 a 14-1 5. 


\ 
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SECTION VIII. 


Nic. Ern. VII. iv. §§ 3-4 (D,), § 6 (D,), and vii. § 3. 
(Taste IX.) 


CONFECTURED COMPLETION OF THE DUPLICATE D, 


81. The second part, E,, of ch. vii, § 3, which, as shown in the 
foregoing section, seems not to belong to ch. vii, has a closely 
corresponding duplicate, E,, in ch. iv. § 4, 1148 a 17-22, so that it 
may really belong to one of the versions of ch. iv. 

If it be put in the place which E, at present oceupies, the new 
context joins perfectly (1148 a 17), ddr’ of ev mpoatpobyras, of 8 (i.e. 
of dxparets) ob mpoatpodvrar. * ray 8& ph mpoatpovpévey (i.e. rap - 
dxpatGv) 6 pév, x.t.A. The cause, however, of this may be, not that the 
added passage originally followed in this version after the sentence 
which it fits, but that the sentence had a duplicate in the other 
version which, though probably different otherwise in form, led up 
similarly to réy 8% pi mpoatpovyévwy: the existence of such a 
duplicate is the more probable because ‘of the close correspondence of 
the versions in other respects. 

82. That this may be the true state of the case is not unlikely, for 
the following reasons :— 

The passage containing E, (rdy dt pi} mpoapovpévey .. . . dAAHAw?. 
mavtt... axparods (1150 a 25-31), would not follow well after D,: 
for (1) it repeats what has already been said in D,, that pain may be © 
the motive in dkpaola as well as pleasure, 1148 a 6-10; (2) it 
determines the painful motive to be the pain of unsatisfied desire for 
pleasure (ém6vula), and so contradicts D,, where the examples dAda 
and wWiyos are not Adar dxd ris éwOvulas, nor are sla and meiva}, 

But these two grounds for disconnecting the passage from D, are 
grounds for connecting it with D,. 

It has been seen (paragraphs 7, 8) that the other members, B,, C,, 
of the version to which D, belongs (compare ‘Table II) reproduce every 
feature of the first version, and even add to them. It is not therefore 
unlikely that D, may have had the same relation to D, originally: if 


1 See, on the subject in general, paragraph 39 B. 
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so, it wants something to correspond to 6 px) TQ mpoaipetoPa Tay Te 
ndéwy, x.t.A. D, 1148 a 6-9, for it neither mentions that the dxparjs 
acts mapa mpoalpec.y, nor that his motive may be pain. 

If now the passage rdv 8% pi) mpoatpovpévwr, x.r-A. is added to D,, 
(1) an almost complete duplicate of D, results ; compare the clauses in 
each column of Table IX marked *....*, *....4, ™...™; and (2) there is no 
contradiction in D, as to 7 Avy 7 amd Ths émOvplas. 

A sentence ’......%, somewhat resembling ”......7 in the opposite 
version, as above sugeeted, may have fallen out, in which it was said 
that whereas the dxdAaoros, &c., acted with mpoalpeois, the dxpareis 
were ji3) mpodtpovzevot, so that of 4% mpoatpodmevor could have the same 
meaning in the version (D,), as in the other (D,), i.e. the dxpareis 
alone. 

The difference in relative position of the sentences w and y in the and 
version is what might be expected: for the order in D, being xh 
my, the writer of D, has begun with md (reversing their order), 
so that, if he intended to complete the parallelism, # and y would 
remain over, and in the nature of the case a sentence of the form 7 
would be a fitting introduction to the w of D,: see paragraph 81. 

- §8. The reason of the change of view in the supposed completion of 
D, as to the painful motive may be this. 

: The characters mentioned in D, as concerned with bodily pains 
{which are not mere pains of ém@vula) are expressly included in the 
class of dxparets proper ; according to ch, vil. these would be padakol 
and not dxparets proper. The author of D, may have held the latter 
opinion ; and therefore have intentionally avoided connecting such 
pains as dAda, Wixos, &c. with dxpacla. On the other hand, the men- 
tion by D, of pain in dxpacla, taken together with the doctrine of Nic. 
Eth. ITI. x. xi. (already detailed in paragraph 39) may have suggested 
to the author of D, that there was a pain in dxpacla proper, the Ava 
a6 ths émOvulas, and on this he may have grounded the subdivision 
of dxpacla proper (6 wey... 6 8. . . dare d:apepovow aAAHAwv). 

Such a distinction, as hae been shown: is not consistent with the 
Aristotelian doctrine to which it is related: see paragraph 57 y. 

84, With this feature of the supposed completion of D, agrees E, 
(which follows it in its old position, and has also been reniaved), for it 
does not connect the dxdédacros with those bodily pains (ras rép 
dvayxalwy évdelas = e.g. tetvay, Shyav), which according to E, may be 
his motives ; compare the doctrine of ch, vii. according to which the 
character called in E, dxddacros, with respect to pain, is not axdAacros 


proper. See paragraphs 53 (8) and 77. 
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The formula of E,, on the other hand, 1s in agreement with D, : 
compare 1147 a 7-8, D,, with 1148 a 19, 21-22, E,. 

This gives some reason for thinking that E, actually belongs to the 
version with which it is already associated in the present text, and 
that E, belongs to the other version. But something must have 
fallen out before E,. The author passed in the preceding from the 
distinction of dxparijs xara mpdéaGeow and dxparhs dAés, to differences 
in the class of characters to which the latter belongs in respect of the 
presence or absence of zpoafpecis, and to differences where zpoalpecis 
is not present, according as émOvula is the motive or Avan dxd Tijs 
érOvuulas. On these differences he may have grounded some remark 
about the comparative viciousness of the characters which they con- 
cern, and ended by saying that the worst was that dxéAacros who had 
little or no émiOvpla,—mavri 8 av dbd€ete, x.7.A. 

This agrees with the apparent gap before E, also. 

The conjunction 8.6 may of course be taken in its non-illative use, 
but even thus it must at least be equivalent to ‘and so,’ and implies 
that the subject which it introduces has been in some way prepared 
for: but it is by no means prepared for, and succeeds most abruptly. 
The subject of the whole chapter is the distinction of the dxparijs 
amd@s from the axparijs xara mpdcOeow, which is wound up in § 4 by the 
statement that the dxparjs amAGs has to do with the same pleasures and 
pains as the dxdAaotos, éyxparns, and cédpwv, and that the characters 
so associated differ as regards mpoalpeois: it is clear that the special 
depravity of that dxdAaoros who has little or no ém@uula is put in 
no sort of connection with this, 

85. The way in which padaxol occurs in D,, 1148 a 12, is remark- 
able: it 1s said that the pains with which the dxparjs am\ds 
has to do are bodily, and a sign of this is that people are called 
padaxol for yielding to them; whereas according to ch. vii, as before 


said, padaxol is the proper name for such characters. 


This difficulty admits of explanation, and accords with the view taken 
of the relation of D, *...... £6 DoF veisax x, It has been pointed out 
(paragraph 39 8) that the third book of the Nicomachean Ethics, and 
the Eudemian book corresponding, associate padaxla with cowardice, 
and not with dkxoAacia, and that there is no trace of the definite 


coordination (see ch. vil.) Of xaprepla and padraxla with cwdpootvn, 


dxpaola, &. The author of D,, though deviating in one respect from 
Eud. Eth. II, and Nic. Eth. ITI, (i.e. as to the painful motives which 
concern cwdpoctyn and dxoAacla) has not advanced to the de- 
velopment of the theory of padaxfa found in ch. vii: he merely calls 
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attention to the fact that the ignominious term padaxds is applied 
- where men yield to ‘ bodily ’ pains, to show that such conduct is held 
specially bad and belongs therefore to dxpacla proper, and not dxpacla 
xara mpdoOeoww. Just as he has said before (C,) that the disgrace 
attaching to dxpaola of ‘bodily’ pleasure is proof of its being dxpacta 
proper. Compare the two sentences 1148 a 2, 3, onpetoy dé, x.7.A. and 
1148 a 11, 12, onpeioy 3€, x.7.A. 

The remark, however, in D, is a sort of transition to the theory 
of ch. vil. and may have suggested it. See also paragraph 57. 

The separate mention in A of xaprepfa and padaxla and the associa- 
tion of them with éyxpdreca and dxpacla, in the manner of ch. vii, 
shew perhaps that A does not really belong to the first version but 
to the second: compare paragraph go. 

86. The differences in subject matter between the parts now added 
after D, and D,, correspond, at least as above explained, to the general 
differences already pointed out between the versions to which the latter 
belong. 

The supposed Eudemianism Avan 47d rijs emuBupias falls on the 
same side as the others, i.e. in the second version : though this is of 
little importance, see paragraph 58. 

87. If the right place has been found for ch. vii, § 3 (1150 a 25- 
31) it is possible to explain its removal from it by a compiler. 

(1) From the loss of the sentence ¥......%, the passage, beginning as 
it does with rév 8& py apoatpoupévey, would not cohere with what 
was left of D,. 

(2) The compiler might suppose that the character 6 dydpevos 31a 
thy AUTnY THy awd THs émOuvulas was the padraxds, and this might 
lead him to seek a place for what did not fit in here in the chapter 
on padaxla, where he seems to have associated two versions of the 
subject besides (see Pt. I, Sec. V). 

(3) The place for insertion in ch. vii would be indicated by the 
words 8a mpoaeensy at the end of § 2, 1150 a 25 (......9 30 array 
GAAS Sia trpoalpeow" *rdy dé uy Mpoatpovpéver, «.T.A.) 

The motives for the change, and the unintelligent way in which a 
context was disturbed by the interposition of really discrepant matter 
are-exactly paralleled in the position of ch. vii, § 2 (see paragraph 34), 
where there is also a similar removal of duplicates to different parts of 
the book. 


PART VI. 


CONCLUSION. 


SECTION I 


ON THE EVIDENCE OF COMPILATION FROM PARALEEL 
VERSIONS. 


88. There are some obvious objections to inferring compilation 
from repetitions. An author may in the same treatise be led by the 
nature of the subject to repeat a previous train of thought. This 
could be done with full consciousness ; and even the same phraseology 
might recur, either because advisable as in a treatise of more precise 
scientific form (logic, grammar and the like), or merely from poverty 
of style or carelessness. It may be done sometimes unconsciously, 
and the same words and illustrations repeated; but for these ano- 
malies some at least plausible account must be giver, such as the 
length and intricacy of the discussion, desultory manner of com- 
position, and absence of revision. | 

These explanations cannot apply to any of the more important 
repetitions which have been discussed in the foregoing, the more 
hazardous conjectures of Part V being excluded from consideration. 

In chapters iii, iv, v, vii, and viii, the parallel passages are close to 
one another; the repetition of the subject of ch. v in ch. vi is dis- 
tant only a chapter; so that in all the hypothesis of forgetfulness is 
inadmissible. Some of these are so long, or have such a marked 
character, that the same might be affirmed if they were at the farthest 
distance from one another, which the limits of the treatise (VII. 1-x) 
would allow. 

Nor of course can it be said where the passages are contiguous that 
- the nature of the subject occasions a return—the same holds of the 
versions in chapters v and vi. Besides the other relations pointed _ 
out in all these parallelisms seem quite incompatible with conscious 
repetiton intended for the same context. 
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There remain four pairs of parallel passages, which are not con- 
tiguous. As for iv, 4 and vii, 3 (Tables IV and IX), the latter is so 
far from being suggested by the subject that it is quite irrelevant to it. 

The other three pairs—viii, 2 and x, 4 (Table V), vii, 1 and x, 4 
(Table IV), ii, 5 and x, 1, 2 (Table VIJ)—might seem prima facie 
possibly due to forgetfulness, but considerations have been assigned 
' in each case which make that improbable. 


SECTION II. 
ON THE FORM OF THE MATERIALS. 


89. Whether the parallel versions extended originally right through 
the book or not, it seems clear that they extended farther than what 
remains now in the text. 

For instance in ch. iii there is reason to think that A’ is a part of 
a somewhat longer passage, the rest being lost (see paragraph 29); the 
‘same seems to be true of A, in ch. viii, and probably also of A, (see 
paragraph 12). 

Something has been lost: before ch. iv, § 4, E, (see paragraph 84), 
and probably also before its duplicate, ch. vu, § 3, E,. 

The first: part of ch. x, § 4, which has two duplicates, may have lost 
some of its context (see paragraph 24). 

It has been shewn also that the other parts of chs. vill. and x. are 
probably fragmentary (paragraphs 35, 36). 

These appearances, together with the number of the parallelisms, 
suggest, though they by no means prove, that there may have been 
three versions of the whole subject. 

Of course it is possible, though not confirmed by a comparison of 
the Nicomachean and Eudemian versions of the same subjects, that 
in some parts they may have been identical. In some copy of a 
given version short variants only may have been introduced, and 
this would account for the existence of certain short duplicates, both 
in this book and elsewhere, which seem isolated and not connected 
with any other alternative pieces: the (supposed) compiler would 
preserve these with the same religious care as the rest. 

90. It has been noticed that sometimes a pair of parallel passages 
is preceded by one which can be read indifferently before either: for 
instance, A in ch. iii, Table I, forms a beginning to either of the two 
versions which follow, B, C, D,, or B, C, D,: in ch. iv, Table II, 
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A stands in the same relation to the versions B, C, D,, and B, C, D,: 
in ch. v, Table III, A, can be read before B, or B,, and C after 
either. 

It does not follow that the versions originally coincidcd at all these 
points: for the passages apparently common may have had one or 
more duplicates which have been lost (comp. paragraph 85 fin.), while 
the fact that the versions had parallel members standing in similar 
relations to their context made it possible sometimes for one member 
to cohere indifferently with its own successor or the duplicate of it. 

The possibility of this is proved by some other circumstances. In 
ch. iii, as already seen (paragraph 59), B, and B, are interchangeable, 
so that either may be read in either version; if then B,, e.g. had 
been lost, the remaining duplicate B, would have been related to C, 
and C,, just as A in this chapter -is now related to B, and B,. 

Again, in ch. v (Table III), before B, and B, may be read not 
only A, but also A, from the version of the same subject in the next 
chapter. Thus in Table III, A, (ch. v.) coheres either with B, or B,, 
or B,: A, with B, or B,: C may be read after B,, B,, or B,. 

Such a state of things accords well with the hypothesis of com- 
pilation from fragments of parallel versions: it will be found on 
looking at a harmony of the gospels that the parallel passages are 
very often interchangeable in the same way. Compare many of the 
sets of parallelisms in Tischendorf’s Synopsis Evangelica. 

91. If the versions are fragmentary because the manuscripts were 
torn or illegible, it is not probable that the pieces preserved represent 
the exact materials of the compiler. They would generally be pre- 
ceded and followed by sentences which he omitted; some because they 
were imperfect and he could not restore them, some because they were 
the endings or beginnings of other subjeets and could not be fitted in 
so as to make any sense. Perhaps, however, at the beginning of the 
version A, in ch, viii (Table VI), such a sentence was retained, because, 
through a misconception (see paragraph 12), it seemed possible to 
connect two duplicates by means of it. 


SECTION IIT. 
ON THE AUTHORSHIP. 


92. If it be true, as has been contended, that where the text ean be 
resolved into parallel passages, only one version and not the other can 
be fairly charged with ‘Eudemianisms,’ the arguments which have 
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hitherto at least been used for ascribing the book to ‘ Eudemus’ (i.e. 
the supposed author of the Eudemian Ethics) cannot stand. Indeed 
the supporters of that theory seem unaware of the important parallel 
structure of the disputed books, which alone justifies a reopening: of 
the discussion. 

The opposite opinions of critics can be understood, rf, while some 
parts of these books have a real affinity to the Eudemian, and others 
to the Nicomachean version of the Ethies, a unity of composition has 
been presupposed which does not exist. 

It is not necessary to conclude where characteristics of ‘ Eudemian’ 
thought and style seem present—see e.g. on chs, iv, viii, and ili (59)— 
that the author is Eudemus: the supposed Eudemianisms may be 
rather post-Aristotelianisms, or show the work of a writer influenced 
by the Eudemian Ethics, or of a disciple of Eudemus. 

There is, however, reason for thinking that the author of the - 
principal part of the Eudemian Ethics may have written some of the 
book, both on account of the prominence of dxpacfa in other books 
of the Eudemian version which contrast in this respect with their 
Nicomachean equivalents, and from the promise in Eud. Eth. III, ui, 
at the end of the chapter on cwppoovvy and dxoAacla :—axpiBéarepov 
be wept Tod yévous TSy Hdovdy Earat diatperéov év Tots Aeyouevas Barepov 
mept éyxparelas xat dxpacias. On the other hand, it seems very 
probable that there are parts of the book which he did not write. 
Compare what has been said of ch. 11 in paragraph 60 B; of ch. 1, § 5 
and ii, §i2 in paragraph 65; of ch. iv, first version, in paragraph 
39 B, and of ch. vii, in paragraph 57. The last two cases are more 
doubtful, but the evidence is at least rather against than for 
Eudemian origin. 

If the argument connecting ch. vi with the second version of ch. in 

be valid (see paragraph 70), then probably this chapter also is not 
‘ Eudemian,’ 
. 98. As to the possibility of an Aristotelian element :—If it be 
right to ascribe Eud. Eth. VII to Eudemus, the argument in para- 
graph 63 makes it probable that ch. i is pre-Eudemian, and therefore 
(perhaps) by Aristotle. 

Some parts seem free from Eudemianisms, but they are not on that 
account necessarily Aristotelian. Compare for instance what has been 
said of the first versions of chs, iv and vii, paragraphs 39 (8) and 
57 (4 

: —_ very improbable that ch. ui is by Aristotle, and therefore i 
as before, the same may be true of ch. vi, § 1-4. 





ARISTOTELIAN STUDIES. 79 


The confusion too in the latter, noted above (70, a), seems unworthy 
of Aristotle: so also the weak formalism of ch. ix, § 5, 1151 b 23-32, 
which is of a piece with that of the second version in ch. vii. 

The definite position given to dvaic@nola in ch. ix, § 5, is hardly 
compatible with Nic. Eth. ITI, xi, 7, 1118 a 5, and II, vu, 3, 1107 b 6; 
though perhaps with Eud, Eth. II, 1, 1230 b 13-20, 1231 a 26 seqq. 
It may be questioned whether Aristotle would have represented the 
better motive which prevails at last in Neoptolemus (ch. ix, § 4, 1151 b 
17) as a desire for pleasure. 

There are some things in the book which seem in every way good 
enough for Aristotle, such is ch. 11, § 1-5 (see paragraph 60, y, i): and 
there may be a considerable portion indirectly at least derived from 
him. 

94. The difficulty of relating to the context—1) ch. iii. on potential 
knowledge (paragraph 60, y); (2) ch. vi, § 1-4, dxpacla Ovpod (para- 
graph 70, y)}—may perhaps be due to the fact that these are a later 
growth in a subsequent version after the main scheme of the subject 
had been fixed, and that the original was not recast: perhaps too 
the same account is to be given of ch. vil, on xaprepla and padakla, 
and ch. i, § 4 (see paragraph 57, 8), and of the short passages in 
chs. x, and i, discussed in Pt. V, Sec. I. Such a circumstance is pro- 
bably not isolated in the Ethics. 

One part at least of the treatise, if not others, seems to be neither 
by Aristotle nor Eudemus, namely, ch. 111, and therefore perhaps ch. vi, 
§§ 1-4 also: nor is this without some corroboration elsewhere. 

95. It is not in itself improbable that there were several versions 
of the subject by different authors, The testimony of the ancient 
commentators shews that Eudemus and Theophrastus wrote what 
may be called new versions of some of the Aristotelian writings: the 
relation of these to the original 1s sometimes indicated by the words 
mwapappd(wy and mapaxoAov0dy ; not unfrequently is it said that they 
departed from the views of Aristotle on particular subjects: compare 
the passages collected by Fritzsche in his edition of the Eudemian 
Ethics, and Spengel in the Eudemi Fragmenta. Phanias is spoken of 
as writing on the same subjects as Aristotle: some ascribed _ first 
book of the Metaphysics to Pasicles. 

The two following passages perhaps favour the conjecture that such 
rewriting was a general practice (of which the later Paraphrases may 
be a survival *) with the earlier Peripatetics :— 


1 The word «adv in the preface to the paraphrase by Themistius of ‘Post An. I. 
(Spengel’s Edn. page 1, 1. 11), is relative to the period of commentary which had pre- 
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Ammonius in Arist. Categ. fol. 13 a (Spengel, Eud. Frag. XCIX.) 
Aevrépa 8¢ (dgopyy rod vobeverOar Ta cvyypdupara rod 
’"Aptotorédovs) 7) TS ovyypaypdrwy dsuwrveula of yap 
pabnrat airod Evdnuos xat Pavlas Kal Oeddpactos 
cata (CyAoy rod didacKdAov yeypadyxace xarnyoplas Kai 
mept épunvelas: kat dvadvrixypy. 

Apuleius, Apolog. cap. 36 (Spengel, Eud, Frag. CIX.) 
pro tua eruditione legisti profecto Aristotelis wept (guv 
yevécews, Tept Cwy avarouis, wept (dwy toroplas multijuga sir 
volumina, preterea problemata innumera ejusdem, tum ex ® 
eadem secté ceterorum, in quibus id genus varia tractantur. 

Compare also the well-known story about the Metaphysics given 
by Asclepius (Bekker, 519 b, 33), quoted by Spengel (Eud. Frag. 
CXX.) :-— 

6 d€ todos Tis ovr- 
tagews, St. early % Tapodea mpayparela obx dpuolws rats 
ddAAats rats tot *AptotoréAovs ovyxexpotnpévn, ovde rd 
edraxréy te Kal ovvexes Eew doxodoa, dGAAA Tivad pev 
Aelwet @s mpds TO ovVEXes THS A€LEws, TA Be ef 
dAAwy mpaypare@y SAcKAnpa pereviventar cal woAAdKLS 
Ta avTa Adyes’ Amodoyodvrar 5¢ tmép Tovrov Kal KaAGs 
dmodoyotvrat, Sti ypavras Thy wapodcay mpayparelay enep- 
ev adrnv Evinue to éralpp atrod r@ ‘Podly, efra éxeivos 
évouice py elvar Kaddv ws Ervyey exdoOjvar els aoAAOvs 
TmAikatrny mpayparelay. éy to ody péow xpdve eredevryce 
kat duepOdpnody tiva rod BiBAlov. py ToApGwres Be 
mpovbetvar otxobenv of perayevéotepo. 51a TO TOAD Td 
AelrecOar rhs Tod avdpds évvolas pernyayov éx rév ddAwv 
avtod mpaypare@vy a Aelnovra dpudocavres, Os Hv 
dvvardyv. ov pry GAAG kal éy rotrois cawCoueyny evpor dv 
ris Thy Tov AEyouevwy dxodrovOlay. sl ” * 

TO yap petCoy dAda...... ov gacww elvat avrod. 

This passage is valuable, though some details may be distrusted, for 
it preserves a tradition as to one Aristotelian book: (1) that an 
attempt had been made to repair it by compilation from the supposed 
works of Aristotle; (2) that there was some uncertainty whether 
the materials which had been used were Aristotelian; (3) that the 
compilers felt hesitation in adding anything of their own. 
ceded: it suits also the difference between the work of Themistius and that of Eudemus 


and Theophrastus, for the object of his paraphrase (comp. the preface referred to) is 
exegesis and not reconstruction. 
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Alexander of Aphrodisias believed that the Aristotelian arrange- 
ment of the Metaphysics had been deliberately altered by Eudemus, 
as the following passage shews :— 

. kal ofwat cat ratra 
éxetvois dee ouvrdrreaOar Kal tows tad pev ’Aptotorédovs cvv- 
TETQKTQL . 2.0. tnd 5€ rod Evdnpov Kxex@piora. 


Alex. Aphr. ad Arist. Met. Z, 1036 b 32-5 (Spengel CX XI). 


The differences between this conjectured resolution of the text and 
Torstrik’s account of the De Anima, whence the leading idea was 
derived, are—(1) the number of the original versions; (2) their 
sources ; (3) the manner and (4) the motive of the arrangement and 
compilation. See Torstrik, De Anima, Praefat. esp. pp. 21-23, 
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